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CHAPTER  ONE:  INTRODUCTION 


This  envi ronmanta L  impact  statement  (EIS)  addresses  the  proposed  Judith  Gap  to 
Glengarry  100-ki Lovolt  (kV)  transmission  Line  in  Wheatland,  Judith  Basin,  and  Fergus 
counties.  The  project  wouLd  be  owned  and  operated  by  the  Montana  Power  Company 
[MPC).  The  proposed  project  involves  construction  of  a  100-kV  transmission  line 
extending  northeast  32  miles  from  a  new  substation  to  be  built  about  2  miles  west  of 
Judith  Gap  to  the  GLengarry  Substation  5  miles  west  of  Lewistown,  Montana.  The  new 
substation  would  tap  the  Broadview  to  Great  Falls  230-kV  line.  Figure  1  shows  the 
generaL  Location  of  substations  and  routes. 

This  chapter  describes  the  environmental  impact  statement  process  foLLowed  by 
state  agencies  under  the  Montana  Major  Facility  Siting  Act  (MFSA) .  Chapter  Two 
describes  the  MPC  proposal  to  construct  and  operate  the  100-kV  transmission  Line  in 
the  central  Montana  area.  Chapter  Three  presents  the  Department  of  Natural 
Resources  and  Conservation  (DNRC)  economic  evaluation  of  the  need  for  the  facility 
and  alternatives  to  it.  Chapter  Four  contains  an  assessment  of  social,  economic  and 
environmental  impacts  LikeLy  to  result  from  construction  and  operation  of  the 
project,  along  with  measures  to  reduce  impacts  from  the  project.  Chapter  Five 
provides  a  comparison  of  several  feasible  routes  for  the  transmission  line.  Chapter 
Six  presents  preliminary  recommendations  by  DNRC  to  the  Board  of  Natural  Resources 
and  Conservation,  which  must  approve  the  project  before  it  can  be  built. 

STATE  ACTION  ON  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

In  June,  1983,  MPC  filed  an  application  under  MFSA  with  DNRC  and  the  Department 
of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  (DHES).  Both  departments  accepted  the 
application  as  complete  in  September  1983,  which  triggered  the  requirement  for 
review  of  the  project  through  an  environmental  impact  statement. 

MFSA  requires  comprehensive  review  of  proposals  to  construct  and  operate  certain 
kinds  of  facilities  for  transmitting,  generating,  or  converting  energy  in  Montana. 
Transmission  facilities  operating  at  voltages  greater  than  69— kV,  such  as  the  Judith 
Gap  to  Glengarry  project,  falL  under  the  Act.  MFSA  requires  that  the  Board  of 
Natural  Resources  and  Conservation  must  certify  pubLic  need  for  and  environmental 
compatibility  of  proposed  facilities  before  construction  can  be  approved. 

Requirements  of  the  Board  and  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 

Within  one  year  after  it  accepts  an  application,  DHES  is  required  to  issue  a 
decision  as  to  whether  the  proposed  project  would  comply  with  all  applicable  Laws  it 
administers.  The  feasibility  of  complying  with  all  permit  requirements  and 
standards  under  DHES's  jurisdiction  must  be  determined  for  the  primary  and 
reasonable  aLternate  Locations  for  the  proposed  facility. 

DHES  reviewed  the  proposed  project  and  its  alternatives  for  compliance  with  air 
and  water  quaLity  and  trash  and  garbage  disposal  requirements.  The  DHES  review 
determined  that  the  proposed  MPC  transmission  Line  wouLd, comply  with  all  laws  and 
regulations  administered  by  DHES.  No  air  quaLity  permits  need  be  obtained  for 
construction  of  this  project.  The  project,  as  proposed,  does  not  require  either 
discharge  permits  or  short-term  authorization  to  exceed  state  water  quaLity 
standards.    Garbage  and  trash  generated  by  construction  and  operation  of  the  project 
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must  be  disposed  of  in  Licensed  CLass  II  LandfilLs  while  any  hazardous  waste 
generated  must  be  properLy  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  DHES  regulations  (ARM 
16.44.101  et.  seq.].  Appendix  A  provides  correspondence  from  DHES  regarding  the 
review  of  the  application  and  evaluation  of  the  project  for  necessary  permits. 

Requirements  of  the  Board  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation 

MFSA  requires  the  Board  to  determine  whether  a  proposed  project  is  needed  and  is 
properLy  designed  and  Located  to  cause  no  more  than  minimum  adverse  impacts, 
considering  the  state  of  available  technology  and  the  nature  and  economics  of  the 
alternatives.  DNRC  evaluates  potential  Locations  and  compiles  an  environmental 
assessment  and  evaluation  of  the  proposal  for  the  Board.  After  submission  of  the 
report,  the  Board  appoints  a  hearings  examiner  and  begins  its  hearing  process,  which 
provides  a  record  that  the  Board  will  use  in  making  a  decision.  Before  the  Board 
can  approve  the  proposed  faciLity,  it  must  determine  t1)  the  basis  of  need  for  the 
facility,  (2)  the  nature  of  the  probable  environmental  impact,  (3]  that  the  faciLity 
represents  the  minimum  adverse  environmental  impact  considering  the  state  of 
available  technology  and  the  nature  and  economics  of  the  various  alternatives,  14) 
that  the  faciLity  is  consistent  with  regional  plans  for  expansion  of  the 
interconnected  grid,  (5)  that  the  faciLity  will  serve  the  interests  of  the  utility 
system  economy  and  reliability,  (6)  that  the  facility  wiLL  serve  the  public 
interest,  convenience,  and  necessity,  and  (7)  that  DHES  has  issued  any  permits 
required  within  its  jurisdiction. 

DNRC  Approach  to  EIS  Preparation 

The  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act  [ MEPA) ( 75-1 -1 01  et  seq.  MCA)  requires 
preparation  of  an  EIS  on  any  major  state  action  that  may  si gni f i cant Ly  affect  the 
quaLity  of  the  human  environment.  The  Board's  decision  whether  to  grant  the  MFSA 
certificate  constitutes  such  action,  and  the  environmental  impact  statement  process 
must  be  completed  before  the  Board  can  approve  or  reject  the  proposal. 

Comments  by  interested  persons  are  encouraged  at  a  number  of  points  in  the 
process.  The  major  steps  fol Lowed  by  the  Department  and  Board  in  the  approvaL 
process  for  a  project  are  described  below. 

The  process  starts  when  DNRC  accepts  an  application  for  a  Certificate  of 
Environmental  Compatibility  and  Public  Need  filed  by  a  project  sponsor,  in  this 
case,  MPC.  DNRC  then  holds  public  meetings  to  identify  issues  and  concerns  and  to 
gather  information  from  members  of  the  public  and  affected  landowners  about  the 
project.    DNRC  gathers  additional  information  through  field  work  and  studies. 

ALL  information  collected  through  meetings  end  field  work  along  with  information 
suppLied  in  the  application  is  eveluated  and  compi  Led  into  an  EIS  .  The  initial 
version  of  this  document,  caLLed  the  "draft"  EIS,  contains  a  description  of  the 
project,  impacts  that  can  be  expected  from  the  project,  measures  that  would  reduce 
or  minimize  the  impacts,  initial  comparisons  of  alternatives  end  DNRC's  preliminary 
recommendations  to  the  Board.  After  the  draft  impact  statement  is  issued  to  the 
pubLic,  DNRC  hoLds  a  public  meeting  to  receive  formal  oral  or  written  comment  on  the 
information  it  contains. 

DNRC  evaluates  the  comments  on  the  draft  EIS  to  determine  what  issues  remain  to 
be  deaLt  with.  The  final  impact  statement  contains  responses  to  these  comments, 
information  or  issues  raised  since  publication  of  the  draft,  and  DNRC's  final 
recommendations  to  the  Board. 
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The  Board  holds  a  formal  hearing  on  the  project  after  issuance  of  the  final 
impact  statement.  Based  on  all  information  presented  at  the  hearing,  the  Board 
determines  whether  to  approve  the  faciLity.  If  the  Board  approves  the  project,  it 
also  seLects  a  route  for  the  transmission  Line. 

DNRC  has  solicited  information  from  other  state  agencies  regarding  the  potential 
impacts  of  the  proposed  project  on  each  department's  jurisdiction.  In  the  case  of 
the  proposed  project,  DNRC  consulted  with  the  Department  of  Highways,  the  Department 
of  State  Lands,  the  Department  of  Fish,  WildLife  and  Parks,  and  the  State  Historic 
Preservation  Office.  Other  state  agencies  asked  to  comment  on  the  EIS  include: 
Department  of  Agriculture,  Department  of  Administration,  Department  of  Commerce, 
Department  of  Revenue,  and  PubLic  Service  Commission. 

Public  Participation 

DNRC  held  public  meetings  in  Moore  on  March  8  and  JuLy  2,  1984,  to  present 
information  on  the  project  and  receive  comment  from  landowners  and  interested 
persons.  Forty-one  persons  attended  the  March  meeting,  and  39  attended  the  July 
meeting.  Issues  identified  for  consideration  incLuded:  potential  for  weed  problems 
along  transmission  line  and  access  roads;  possible  use  of  the  abandoned  Milwaukee 
Road  right-of-way  for  Location  of  the  line;  and  alternatives  to  the  new  transmission 
Line,  such  as  upgrading  existing  Lines  in  the  area.  Information  received  at  these 
meetings  was  used  by  DNRC  to  help  define  issues  to  be  evaluated  and  presented  in 
this  draft  EIS.  ALternate  locations  suggested  by  persons  at  meetings  and  in 
discussions  with  DNRC  were  evaluated.  The  resuLts  of  these  investigations  were  used 
to  narrow  the  options  for  Locating  the  line. 
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CHAPTER  TWO: 


APPLICANT'S  PROPOSED  PROJECT 


INTRODUCTION 

MPC  proposes  to  construct  a  32-mile  1D0-kV  transmission  Line  from  a  new 
substation  that  would  be  built  west  of  Judith  Gap  to  the  Glengarry  Substation  (see 
Figure  1).  The  new  substation  would  be  bui Lt  on  a  4-acre  site  2.5  miles  west  of 
Judith  Gap  on  land  now  used  for  grazing.  The  proposed  substation  would  tap  power 
from  the  Broadview  to  Great  FaLLs  230-kV  line  near  Judith  Gap.  The  existing  Great 
Falls  to  Harlowton  100-kV  line  also  would  be  connected  to  the  substation  tc  further 
strengthen  the  power  supply  system  in  the  central  Montana  area.  Some  additional 
equipment  would-be  required  at  the  Glengarry  Substation  to  allow  connection  of  the 
new  Line  there.  The  proposal  is  intended  to  correct  existing  low  voltage  and  power 
reliability  problems  and  suppLy  future  needs  in  the  Lewistown  vicinity. 

An  alternate  proposal  MPC  considered  was  construction  of  42  miles  of  100-kV  Line 
eLong  with  a  new  substation  7  miles  west  of  the  Benchland  substation  [see  Figure 
1).  The  new  substation  would  tap  power  from  the  Broadview  to  Great  Falls  230-kV 
line  southwest  of  Windham.  Two  100-kV  lines  would  be  built  for  7  miles  between  the 
new  substation  and  the  Benchland  substation.  A  single  100-kV  line  28  miles  Long 
would  be  constructed  aLong  the  present  100-kV  Line  to  the  Glengarry  Substation. 
Approximately  4  acres  of  Land  now  used  for  rangeLand  would  be  required  for  the  new 
substation  that  is  a  part  of  this  option.  These  and  other  alternatives  to  the 
project  evaluated  by  DNRC  are  discussed  in  Chapters  Three  and  Five. 

PROPOSED  PROJECT 

Faci  Li  ti  es 

The  Judith  Gap  to  Glengarry  transmission  line  would  use  wood  pole  structures. 
H-frame  wood  pole  structures  would  be  used  across  grazing  land,  and  single  wood 
poLes  would  be  used  when  crossing  cultivated  land  or  ether  areas  where  larger 
structures  would  interfere  with  land  use  (Figure  2).  Most  of  the  poles  would  be  60 
feet  long,  8  feet  of  which  would  be  set  in  the  ground.  Where  the  terrain  requires, 
the  poles  may  vary  in  length  from  50  to  80  feet.  H-frame  structures  can  be  placed 
approximately  800  feet  apart,  equivalent  to  6.6  spans  per  mile.  Single  poles,  in 
sections  of  line  that  require  them,  would  be  placea  450  feet  apart  or  11.7  spans  per 
mile.    Guy  wires  would  be  required  wherever  the  Line  turns  a  corner. 

The  transmission  Line  will  be  bui Lt  to  compLy  with  the  National  Electric  Safety 
Code.  This  code  requires  that  under  normal  operating  conditions  the  conductors  not 
be  alLowed  to  sag  cLoser  than  27.5  feet  from  the  ground.  The  line  will  require 
three  conductors.  Overhead  ground  wires  will  be  used  to  protect  the  Line  from 
Lightning  (see  Figure  2). 

Land  Acquisition  and  Right-of-Wav  Use 

MPC's  standard  right-of-way  width  for  100-kV  H-frame  structures  is  60  feet. 
Right-of-way  width  for  single  wood  pcles  would  be  40  feet. 

MPC  would  obtain  a  right-of-way  easement  for  rr.ai ntai nence  and  operation  of  the 
transmission  line.  It  would  purchase  land  for  the  new  substation.  Ownership  of  the 
land  within  the  right-of-way  wouLd  remain  with  the  Landowner  and  any  use  of  the  Land 
that  did  not  interfere  with  rights  acquired  by  MPC  in  the  easement  could  continue. 
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MPC  normally  would  acquire  Land  through  easement  negotiations  with  individual 
Landowners.  MPC  has  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  which  provides  the  power  to 
condemn  property  for  a  right-of-way  if  normal  easement  negotiations  are  not 
successful. 

Constructi  on 

Construction  of  the  100-kV  transmission  Line  wouLd  require  use  of  both  heavy  and 
Light  equipment.  Construction  operations  normally  required  for  transmission  Lines 
of  this  size  are  shown  in  Figures  3  and  4.  Actual  equipment  used  may  differ 
slightly,  depending  on  the  contractor. 

The  line's  construction  Labor  force  would  range  in  size  from  3  to  35  workers, 
with  an  average  of  about  20.  Construction  of  the  line  could  begin  after  the  Board's 
approval  of  Location  for  structures  and  access  roads.  MPC  plans  to  begin  Line 
construction  in  the  spring  of  1986  and  could  be  finished  by  about  October  1,  1986. 
V/orkers  would  include  Laborers,  equipment  operators,  linemen,  groundmen,  and 
supervisors.  Construction  at  the  Judith  Gap  Substation  couLd  begin  in  June,  1985, 
and  be  finished  by  October  1.  It  would  require  as  many  as  6  -  8  persons.  Work  on 
the  Glengarry  Substation  couLd  begin  in  August,  1985,  and  be  complete  by  October  1. 
It  would  require  2-4  persons. 

Operati  on 

Operetion  of  the  new  Judith  Gap  substation  and  the  100-kV  Line  would  be 
automated  and  would  net  require  any  permanent  employees. 

The  transmission  Line  would  be  operated  at  nominal  voLtage  of  100-kV.  Noise 
from  the  Line  is  expected  to  be  25  decibels  at  the  edge  of  a  60  foot  right-of-way. 
Decibels  are  a  measure  of  noise.    Noise  from  this  Line  would  be  bareLy  discernible. 

Mai  ntenance 

Maintenance  work  on  the  substation  would  involve  routine  checks  and  service  to 
correct  any  problems  with  components.  Routine  checks  of  the  transmission  line  wouLd 
occur  twice  yearly,  and  initiaLly  would  involve  one  vehicle  driving  along  the 
right-of-way.  HeLicopters  and  fixed-wing  aircraft  would  be  used  after  the  first 
year . 
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CHAPTER  THREE:     ECONOMIC  ANALYSIS  OF  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT  AND  ITS  ALTERNATIVES 


DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  EXISTING  TRANSMISSION  SYSTEM 

The  Lewistown  area  is  served  by  the  MPC  100-kV  system  at  three  points  (see 
Figure  5).  A  single  100-kV  transmission  Line  from  the  BenchLand  Substation  to  the 
GLengarry  Substation  provides  most  of  the  power.  The  100-kV  system  aLso  feeds  two 
50-kV  Lines  that  carry  power  to  the  Lewistown  area,  serving  various  intermediate 
substations  on  the  way.  One  50-kV  Line  connects  with  the  100-kV  system  at  Stanford 
and  feeds  GLengarry  via  Windham  and  other  substations.  A  second  50-kV  Line  into 
GLengarry  is  fed  off  the  100-kV  system  at  HarLowton.  A  third  50-kV  Line  connects 
Roundup  to  Lewistown,  but  it  is  intended  to  serve  intermediate  substations  and  can 
not  carry  power  to  Lewistown  from  Roundup  under  normaL  conditions.  The  100-kV 
system  is  connected  to  MPC's  230-kV  system  at  Broadview  and  at  Great  FaLLs. 

The  main  feed  into  the  Lewistown  area  is  the  Bench Land-GLengarry  100-kV  Line; 
the  50-kV  system  does  not  transport  much  of  the  power  consumed  in  the  area.  The 
50-kV  Lines  are  oLd  and  have  high  resistance  to  current  fLow.  Consequent Ly ,  voltage 
drop  from  one  end  to  the  other  is  excessive,  and  power  fLows  are  concentrated  on  the 
more  efficient  100-kV  Line. 

EXPLANATION  AND  EVALUATION  OF  NEED 

MPC  has  proposed  the  Judith  Gap  to  GLengarry  project  to  serve  two  functions. 
The  first  function  is  to  reinforce  voLtages  in  the  Lewistown  area  under  "system 
normaL"  conditions.  ["System  normaL"  means  that  alL  transmission  Lines  are  fuLLy 
operational]  .  AnaLysis  of  the  electrical  transmission  system  in  the  area  indicates 
that  voLtages  are  onLy  marginally  acceptable  at  some  substations  in  the  area  when 
Loads  are  heavy,  mainly  during  cold  winter  conditions.  VoLtage  LeveLs  above  or 
below  the  acceptable  range  may  damage  electrical  equipment  or  cause  it  to  operate 
improper  Ly . 

The  second  function  for  the  Line  is  to  provide  reliability  of  service.  MPC's 
reliability  pLanning  criterion  requires  that  the  transmission  system  be  abLe  to 
adequately  serve  loads  even  under  the  "worst  case  single  outage,"  which  generally  is 
defined  as  the  conditions  that  would  resuLt  from  Loss  of  the  biggest  transmission 
Line  or  ether  key  facility  serving  an  area.  AnaLysis  of  the  transmission  system 
indicates  that  the  existing  transmission  Lines  in  the  area  cannot  meet  this 
criterion . 

VoLtage  support  under  system  normal  conditions 

In  order  to  maintain  distribution  service  voLtages  within  acceptable  Limits,  MPC 
generally  tries  to  keep  the  voltage  on  its  transmission  system  between  90  percent 
and  105  percent  of  the  nominal  voltage. 

DNRC  reviewed  the  electrical  performance  of  the  transmission  system  in  the 
central  Montana  area  under  system  normal  operating  conditions.  Analysis  of  the  load 
flow  studies  Leads  DNRC  to  concur  with  MPC's  conclusion  that  the  system  needs 
reinforcement  to  provide  acceptable  voltage  under  normaL  conditions.  Low  voLtages 
already  occurred  this  past  winter  under  system  normaL  operating  conditions.  The 
rate  of  Load  growth  will  determine  how  fast  the  existing  probLem  gets  worse. 
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FIGURE  5 

IST1NG  CENTRAL  MONTANA  TRANSMISSION  SYSTE 
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ReLiabi  Li  ty 


Reliability  in  a  transmission  system  means  the  abiLity  to  withstand  a  variety  of 
contingency  conditions  without  interrupting  adequate  service  to  customers. 

MPC  generally  attempts  to  keep  its  system  strong  enough  to  serve  all  Loads  and 
maintain  acceptable  voltage  Levels  under  the  worst  case  singLe  outage  contingency. 
Outages  wilL  generalLy  be  most  critical  during  the  winter  peak  Load  situation. 

DNRC  reviewed  the  performance  of  the  existing  transmission  system  under 
contingent  conditions  and  concluded  that  the  voLtage  LeveLs  at  many  substations  in 
the  Lewistown  area  are  vulnerable  to  most  outages  on  the  existing  100-kV  system 
during  heavy  winter  Load  conditions. 

The  reason  the  area  is  so  vulnerable  lies  in  the  nature  of  the  existing  system 
(see  Figure  5).  Under  normaL  conditions  about  23.7  MW  must  be  brought  into  the 
Lewistown  area,  according  to  MPC's  projection  of  1984-85  winter  peak  Load 
conditions.  Almost  22  MW  of  this  fLow  is  on  the  Benchland-GLengarry  100-kV  Line. 
The  50-kV  Lines  bring  in  the  remainder,  in  addition  to  what  is  necessary  to  feed  the 
intermediate  substations  on  the  50-kV  system.  If  the  Benchland-GLengarry  100-kV 
line  goes  out  of  service,  almost  22  additional  MW  must  be  carried  on  the  50-kV 
system.  These  Lines  have  e  total  capacity  of  about  10  MW  before  voLtage  drop 
becomes  excessive.  They  aLready  are  carrying  almost  that  much  under  normaL 
conditions,  so  there  is  LittLe  capacity  to  carry  any  fLows  diverted  by  the  Loss  of 
the  100-kV  Line. 

Even  with  present  demands  for  power,  it  appears  that  there  is  virtuaLly  no  time 
during  the  year  that  Loads  wouLd  be  Low  enough  for  the  50-kV  system  to  carry  the 
entire  Lewistown  area  besides  the  substations  it  is  already  supplying.  Under  these 
conditions,  DNRC  considers  that  MPC's  reliability  criterion,  which  requires 
reinforcement  of  the  system,  is  reasonable. 

ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  TRANSMISSION  LINE 

Nontransmi ssion  Alternatives 

Nontransmi ssion  alternatives  examined  included  Local  generation  and 
conservation . 

The  major  types  of  generation  DNRC  considered  as  alternatives  to  the  proposed 
project  are  small  hydro,  wind  turbines,  and  combustion  turbines.  The  study  area 
does  not  contain  enough  smaLL  hydro  potential  to  yield  the  necessary  22-30  MW.  The 
intermittent  and  unpredictable  nature  of  the  wind  effectively  eliminates  the 
usefulness  of  wind  generation  as  a  backup  for  transmission  outages. 

DNRC's  evaluation  of  combustion  turbines  found  they  were  not  an  acceptable 
alternative  because  any  cost  advantage  they  have  is  sensitive  to  rises  in  naturaL 
gas  prices,  the  annuaL  operating  time  necessary  for  voltage  reinforcement  during  the 
early  part  of  the  plant  Life,  and  the  real  discount  rate. 

A  further  problem  with  combustion  turbines  is  that  they  would  not  protect 
against  outages  of  Less  than  30  minutes. 
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Table  1.    Comparison  of  MPC  Alternatives 


Alternati  ve 


Roundup 


Stanford 


Benchland 


230-kV  tap  location*        Judith  Gap      Near  Windham      Near  Windham 


Judi  th  Gap 
Judith  Gap 


Mi  Les  of  100-kV 

Line  from  tap  to 

substation  0 

Miles  to  Glengarry  74 

Transmission  Line 
construction  cost 
(miLLions)+  $4.31 

Substation 
construction  cost 
tmiLlions)+  $3.58 

Total  cost 

(miLLions]+  $7.89 

Reduction  in  system 
Losses  (1984-85 
winter  peak) 

(in  megawatts)  4.2 


12# 
36 

$2.80 

$4.63 
$7.43 

8.9 


14# 

27 

$2.42 

$4.65 
$7.07 

9.4 


0 

32 

$1  .87 

$4.22 
$6  .09 

10.4 


*  Assumes  use  of  a  new  substation  to  be  built  near  Judith  Gap  for  the  Judith  Gap 
to  Glengarry  and  Roundup  to  GLengarry  options,  and  a  new  substation  southwest 
of  Windham  on  the  existing  230-kV  line  for  the  Stanford  to  Glengarry  and 
Benchland  to  Glengarry  options. 

#  Assumes  use  of  two  parallel  100-kV  lines  between  tap  on  230-kV  line  and  the 
existing  Benchland  substation. 

+  Dollars  at  their  1984  value. 
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DNRC  examined  energy  conservation  as  an  alternative  to  the  proposed  transmission 
Line  and  rejected  it.  The  amount  of  cost-effective  conservation  possible  in  the 
Lewistown  area  would  not  be  enough  to  affect  the  need  for  the  proposed  transmission 
Li  ne . 

Transmission  Alternatives 

A  variety  of  alternative  approaches  to  upgrading  and  reinforcing  the 
transmission  system  was  examined  by  MPC  and  DNRC.  These  included  upgrading  the 
existing  50-kV  system  by  installing  new  50-kV  conductors  on  existing  structures  or 
by  installing  larger  conductors  and  raising  the  voltage  to  69-kV.  Other 
possibilities  included  construction  of  a  new  100- kV  line  into  Glengarry  without 
tapping  the  230-kV  system,  and  routing  a  new  100-kV  line  to  Glengarry  over  any  of 
several  routes  with  a  tie  to  the  100-kV  system  from  various  points  on  the  230-kV 
system . 

A  full  solution  to  the  problems  on  the  central  Montana  system  requires  both  a 
new  100-kV  Line  and  a  tie  to  the  230-kV  system.  The  230-kV  tie  would  greatly 
strengthen  the  100-kV  system  in  the  area  and  the  additional  100-kV  feed  to  GLengarry 
would  provide  the  desired  increase  in  reliability. 

MPC  examined  severaL  alternative  routes  and  taps  of  the  230-kV  system.  TabLe  1 
summarizes  miLeage,  cost,  and  effect  on  system  line  losses  of  the  various 
a  Lternati  ves . 

The  230-kV  Line  passes  within  80  feet  of  the  existing  Har Lowton-Stanford  100-kV 
Line  near  the  Judith  Gap  substation,  so  no  new  transmission  line  is  required  between 
the  two  Lines  if  the  230-kV  tap  is  Located  there.  The  Benchland  or  Stanford 
alternatives  require  construction  of  two  transmission  Lines  between  the  tap  on  the 
230-kV  line  and  the  existing  Benchland  Substation.  (Two  Lines  are  required  to  meet 
the  reliability  criterion  given  the  voltage  probLems  under  normal  conditions.]  In 
addition  to  the  above  alternatives  considered  by  MPC,  DNRC  examined  another  variant 
that  would  minimize  the  Length  of  the  transmission  Line.  This  alternative  would 
connect  the  230-kV  Line  and  the  Harlowton-Stanford  100-kV  line  at  a  new  Judith  Gap 
substation  and  wouLd  require  a  new  100-kV  line  between  the  Benchland  and  GLengarry 
substations.  This  alternative  would  require  only  27  miles  of  new  line,  but  it  would 
not  adequately  protect  against  outages  on  the  existing  100-kV  Line  between  Judith 
Gap  and  Benchland. 

DNRC  received  inquiries  at  its  Moore  public  ireetings  regarding  whether  the 
existing  50-kV  transmission  line  between  Judith  Gap  and  Glengarry  Line  and  the 
proposed  100-kV  transmision  line  couLd  be  Located  on  the  same  poles. 

The  poles  supporting  the  existing  50-kV  transmission  Line  could  not  support  the 
conductors  of  an  additional  100-kV  Line.  Combining  the  two  Lines  on  a  common  set  of 
new  poles  [double  circuiting)  is  more  feasible  and  could  be  done  aLong  all  or 
portions  of  the  existing  50-kV  route.  The  major  disadvantage  of  developing  a  double 
circuit  transmission  system  is  the  substantial  increase  to  project  costs. 

Cost  increases  of  $30,000  per  mile  wouLd  result  from  the  need  for  larger 
structures  capabLe  of  supporting  the  100-kV  Line  on  one  side  and  50-kV  Line  on  the 
other,  and  removal  of  the  existing  50-kV  poles. 


15 


Double  circuiting  for  the  entire  route  wouLd  increase  project  costs  by  about 
$1.48  million,  and  be  the  most  expensive  of  the  final  routing  options  under 
consideration.  DNRC  aLso  considered  doubLe  circuiting  between  Moore  and  GLengarry. 
This  option  would  increase  project  costs  by  an  estimated  $350,000.  The 
environmental  benefits  of  doubLe  circuiting  are  discussed  in  Chapter  Five. 

DoubLe  circuiting  would  have  minor  detrimental  effects  on  overall  system 
reliabi  Li  ty . 

The  process  of  constructing  a  new  100-kV  transmission  Line  in  the  right-of-way 
of  the  50-kV  Line  could  also  be  difficult.  For  short  periods,  LocaL  eLectric 
supplies  might  be  reduced  in  areas  served  by  the  50-kV  Line.  This  could  create 
inconvenience  for  local  residents.  It  is  LikeLy  that  the  increases  in  project  cost 
would  not  be  offset  by  the  environmental  benefits  gained  by  this  alternative. 

SUMMARY  OF  NEED  AND  ALTERNATIVES 

There  is  a  need  for  voltage  support  under  "system  normaL"  conditions,  for  the 
transmission  Lines  currentLy  serving  the  area.  Further,  there  is  a  need  to 
reinforce  the  transmission  system  of  the  area  in  order  to  meet  MPC's  single 
contingency  outage  reliability  criterion.  DNRC  believes  that  applying  the  MPC 
criterion  in  the  central  Montana  area  is  reasonable. 

All  the  MPC  alternatives  would  provide  both  adequate  voltage  support  under 
normal  conditions  and  adequate  protection  against  single  contingency  outages.  The 
major  differences  among  them  are  their  cost  and  their  effect  on  system  Losses.  The 
Judith  Gap-Glengarry  alternative  is  the  least  costly  and  minimizes  power  Losses  in 
the  system. 

Nontransmission  alternatives,  except  for  the  combustion  turbine  alternative, 
wouLd  not  solve  the  probLem.  Combustion  turbines  are  vulnerable  to  unpredictable 
variables,  such  as  future  fuel  costs.  Other  transmission  alternatives  either  did 
not  provide  a  solution  to  the  problem  or  were  more  costly  and  not  envi  ronmenta  L  Ly 
preferabLe  to  the  proposed  project. 

DNRC  agrees  that  tapping  the  230-kV  system  at  Judith  Gap  and  building  a  100-kV 
Line  from  Judith  Gap  to  GLengarry  is  the  preferred  alternative.  DNRC's  route 
analysis  and  preferred  route  between  the  two  points  is  presented  in  Chapter  Five. 
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CHAPTER  FOUR :     SOCIAL,  ECONOMIC,  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERNS 


INTRODUCTION 

Construction  of  the  proposed  project  aLong  one  of  the  routes  identified  in 
Figure  1  could  affect  sociaL,  economic,  and  envi ronmenta L  resources.  However,  this 
project  is  smaLL  and  unLikeLy  to  cause  major  impacts,  as  discussed  in  this  chapter. 

SOCIAL  AND  ECONOMIC  ISSUES 

Existing  Environment 

The  proposed  project  could  have  sociaL  and  economic  effects  in  portions  of 
Fergus,  Judith  Basin,  and  Wheatland  counties  (see  Figure  1).  The  1980  population  of 
the  study  area  is  estimated  to  be  2,750.  The  average  population  density   in  the 

area  is  approximately  six  persons  per  square  miLe. 

The  communities  of  Hobson,  Moore  and  Judith  Gap  provide  a  few  basic  trade  and 
agriculture  services.  Moccasin  is  the  largest  unincorporated  community  in  the  study 
area.  Other  unincorporated  communities,  Utica,  Buffalo,  Straw,  Sipple  and  GarneiLL, 
contain  few  occupied  homes  and  provide  few  or  no  commercial  services. 

Most  study  area  residents  Live  on  farms  and  ranches,  and  agriculture  is  the  key 
component  of  the  study  area's  economic  base.  The  area  is  part  of  a  major  grain 
producing  region  of  Montana,  with  most  Land  used  for  dryland  wheat  and  barley 
production.  Cattle  and  sheep  production  also  provide  significant  agricultural 
i  ncome . 

In  the  Judith  Gap  area,  Logging  and  Lumber  mi  LI  operations  are  also  an  important 
source  of  basic  employment.  Lumber  industry  employment  varies  widely  from  year  to 
year  due  to  fluctuating  market  conditions.  Montana  State  University  operates  an 
agricultural  experiment  station  at  Moccasin,  which  also  provides  basic  jobs. 
Lewistown  and  HarLowton  are  within  commuting  distance  of  portions  of  the  study  area 
and  provide  job  opportunities  for  some  area  residents. 

Mobi Le  home  or  trailer  parks  in  Hobson,  Moore,  and  Judith  Gap  can  provide 
Limited  housing  for  temporary  workers.  Lewistown,  HarLowton,  and  Stanford  provide 
moteL  and  additional  trai Ler  spaces  within  commuting  distance  of  the  study  area. 

The  incorporated  towns  in  the  area  have  centraL  water  and  sewer  services, 
provide  fire  protection,  and  have  facilities  for  disposaL  of  trash  and  garbage. 
Hospital  services  are  available  in  Lewistown  and  HarLowton.  SociaL  services  and 
public  health  services  and  Law  enforcement  are  administered  in  the  study  area  from 
the  county  seats. 

The  eLementary  schooLs  and  high  schools  in  Hobson,  Moore,  and  Judith  Gap  are  not 
experiencing  probLems  due  to  overcrowding  and  enrollments  are  stable  or  decLining. 
Additional  taxes  provided  by  the  project  couLd  help  local  schooL  districts  which 
have  relatively  small  tax  bases. 
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General  Social  and  Economic  Effects 


Construction  of  the  proposed  project  is  estimated  to  cost  between  $6.1  million 
and  $7.1  milLion  depending  on  which  route  is  chosen.  This  estimate  assumes  a  cost 
of  $58,000  per  mile  for  transmission  line  construction,  between  $4.2  million  and 
$4.6  million  for  construction  of  a  new  substation  near  Judith  Gap  or  Benchland,  and 
improvements  to  the  existing  Benchland  and  Glengarry  substations. 

The  Judith  Gap  to  Glengarry  project  could  cause  minor  but  generally  beneficial 
short-term  and  long-term  socioeconomic  impacts  in  Fergus,  Judith  Basin,  and 
Wheatland  counties.  Substation  construction  would  create  an  average  of  four  jobs 
for  a  four-month  period.  Transmission  Line  construction  would  create  an  average  of 
20  jobs  for  four  to  five  months.  Employment  of  residents  from  area  counties  would 
be  at  the  discretion  of  the  contractor  buiLding  the  project.  Persons  having  some 
skiLLs  necessary  to  bui Ld  the  transmission  project  reside  in  Fergus,  Wheatland, 
Judith  Basin,  and  nearby  Golden  Valley,  MusseLsheLL,  and  Petroleum  counties.  In 
June  of  1984,  the  civilian  labor  force  in  these  counties  was  12,400  and  its 
unemployment  rate  was  6.2  percent  [Montana  Department  of  Labor  and  Industry  1984], 
In  its  application,  MPC  indicated  it  expected  some  construction  workers  to  be  hired 
from  nearby  counties. 

The  projected  payroll  for  transmission  Line  and  substation  construction  would 
range  from  $400,000  to  $500,000,  assuming  an  average  wage  of  $19  per  hour  and  $25 
per  diem. 

Lewistown,  which  serves  as  a  regional  center  for  conventions  and  tourism,  has 
numerous  motel  and  camper  facilities  for  construction  workers  and  probabLy  would 
experience  the  most  benefit  from  construction  worker  expenditures. 

The  presence  of  nonLocaL  construction  workers  would  not  be  expected  to  create 
any  unusual  demand  for  local  government  services  [i.e.  water,  sewer).  Nor  should 
the  presence  of  workers  create  unusual  law  enforcement  problems  or  demand  for  social 
services.  Construction  would  occur  primarily  during  summer  months,  and  the  presence 
of  nonlocal  construction  worker  families  should  not  affect  school  enrollments.  In 
summary,  the  project  wouLd  not  affect  the  availability,  quaLity  or  cost  of  public 
and  private  services  in  the  area. 

Compensation  for  any  grain  and  livestock  production  Losses  during  construction 
is  expected  to  be  included  in  the  easement  payments  MPC  makes  to  individual 
Landowners . 

Long-term  displacement  of  a  small  amount  of  agricultural  Land  use  would  cause 
very  minor  reductions  in  grain  and  cattle  production.  The  interference  of  poles  and 
conductors  with  farm  operations  could  slightLy  increase  production  costs.  Neither 
of  these  factors  shouLd  notabLy  affect  the  profitability  of  area  farms  and  ranches 
or  the  overall  area  agricultural  economy. 
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LAND  USE 


Existing  Land  Use 

Most  of  the  Land  in  the  study  area  is  privateLy  owned.  State  and  federal, 
holdings  incLude  scattered  state  school  sections,  small  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
parcels,  Defense  Department  missiLe  installations,  and  highway  right-of-way.  LocaL 
government  holdings  in  the  area  consist  primarily  of  roadways  and  town  and  school 
facility  sites.    Railroads  are  a  major  corporate  Landowner  in  the  study  area. 

Agriculture  is  the  principal  Land  use  in  the  area  and  most  agricultural  Land  in 
the  area  is  used  for  dryLand  farming.  Livestock  grazing  is  the  area's  second  most 
prevalent  agricultural  Land  use,  especially  in  hilly  areas  and  on  poor  soil. 

Low-Lying  areas  near  rivers  and  creeks  are  often  used  for  fLood  irrigated 
cropLand  or  pasture.  There  has  been  a  gradual  increase  in  the  amount  of 
mechanically  irrigated  cropLand  in  the  study  area.  OnLy  a  small  percentage  of  the 
total  agricultural  Land  in  the  area  is  irrigated. 

The  Mi Lwaukee  Road  retains  ownership  of  unused  railroad  right-of-way  from  the 
vicinity  of  Judith  Gap  to  a  point  south  of  SippLe.  The  Milwaukee  Road  has  attempted 
to  sell  this  right-of-way  but  has  been  LargeLy  unsuccessful.  A  group  of  Montana 
Landowners,  including  residents  of  the  study  area,  has  initiated  a  Lawsuit 
contending  that  upon  discontinuation  of  rail  service,  ownership  of  the  railroad 
right-of-way  reverts  to  adjoining  property  owners. 

Highways  in  the  study  area  are  U.S.  87  (Montana  200),  which  runs  east-west 
between  Lewistown  and  Great  FaLLs,  and  U.S.  191  which  runs  north-south  between 
Eddie's  Corner  and  Harlowton.  Highway  right-of-way  in  the  study  area  is  typically 
80  to  100  feet  wide. 

County  roads  in  the  study  area  generally  run  aLong  township  section  Lines  and 
vary  from  improved  gravel  surface  roads  to  single  Lane  dirt  roads  used  by  farm 
equipment.  Much  of  the  county  road  right-of-way  is  not  used  as  a  road  and  has  been 
encroached  upon  by  farm  activities. 

There  are  seven  smaLl  airfields  in  the  study  area.  Most  of  these  are  privateLy 
owned  and  operated  and  do  not  have  electronic  communication  equipment  or  Lighting. 
Because  of  prevailing  winds,  landing  strips  are  generally  oriented  east-west.  New 
transmission  poLes  and  conductors  couLd  pose  particular  hazard  to  aircraft  if  they 
were  Located  perpendicular  to  the  glide  path  of  a  runway. 

Land  Use  Impacts 

Agricultural  Impacts 

Where  routes  would  be  located  along  county  roads  or  county  right-of-way,  it 
wou  Ld  be  possible  to  reduce  construction  interference  with  agricultural  land  uses. 
County  road  and  railroad  right-of-way  could  provide  access  and  working  areas  for 
construction  activities.  Confinement  of  construction  activities  to  existing 
right-of-ways  would  minimize  agricultural  impacts. 
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Any  cropLsnd  affected  by  transmission  Line  construction  could  be  expected  to 
Lose  one  year's  production.  At  an  average  structure  spacing  of  450  feet,  poles 
would  displace  approximately  .04  acres  per  mile,  half  of  which  would  normalLy  be  in 
falLow.  This  estimate  of  land  use  displacement  would  reduce  annual  dryland  wheat  or 
barley  production  by  Less  than  2  bushels  per  Linear  mile.  Displacement  couLd  be 
reduced  by  locating  poles  along  road  right-of-way,  fencelines,  and  field  boundaries. 

Careful  selection  of  structure  types  to  be  used  and  placement  of  the  structures 
when  crossing  farmland  wiLl  reduce  the  amount  of  land  taken  out  of  production  by 
poLes  and  wiLl  minimize  interference  with  farm  machinery  operation. 

Farmers  and  ranchers  are  also  concerned  about  the  effects  of  a  transmission  line 
on  the  safety  of  aerial  spraying,  and  operation  of  field  machinery.  The  presence  of 
a  transmission  line  may  precLude  aerial  spraying  in  some  areas  of  fieLds,  requiring 
ground  LeveL  application  of  chemicals.  In  parts  of  the  study  area,  coyote  control 
is  conducted  by  helicopters.  Concern  was  expressed  at  public  meetings  regarding 
possibLe  tower  and  conductor  interference  with  this  practice.  Accidental  collisions 
of  farm  equipment  with  power  poLes  do  occur.  Farmers  are  concerned  about  the 
potential  costs  of  equipment  repairs  and  the  ramifications  of  having  an  important 
piece  of  equipment  inoperative  at  a  cruciaL  time. 

Some  study  area  farmers  and  ranchers  expressed  concern  that  the  transmission 
Line  could  adversely  affect  the  market  value  of  their  agricultural  Land. 

Weeds  and  Weed  Control:  Weeds  may  invade  areas  which  have  been  disturbed  by 
construction  activities.  In  areas  that  have  had  native  vegetation  disturbed  or 
removed,  a  good  seedbed  is  available  for  pioneer  species,  including  noxious  weeds. 
Seeds  can  be  transported  into  these  areas  by  natural  means  and  by  the  activities  of 
man.  Weeds  can  reduce  the  productivity  of  range  and  cropland,  thus  Leading  to 
economic  Losses  to  the  Landowner. 

The  abandoned  Milwaukee  Road  right-of-way  is  a  source  of  weeds,  with  Leafy 
spurge,  spotted  knapweed,  and  Canadian  thistle  all  growing  there.  Control  of  weeds 
on  the  rai Lroad  right-of-way  would  benefit  farmers. 

Residential  Land  Use  Impacts 

During  project  construction,  noise,  dust,  Loss  of  privacy,  and  visual  effects 
couLd  temporarily  interfere  with  activities  of  households  Located  near  Line 
right-of-way,  access  roads,  construction  staging  areas,  commuter  routes,  and 
material  hauling  routes.  Construction  activities  are  expected  to  progress  rapidLy 
along  the  approved  route  and  shouLd  be  of  smaLL  scale. 

Transmission  Lines  can  cause  interference  with  radio  and  television  signals  near 
the  line.  Residents  indicated  that  television  and  radio  signals  in  the  study  area 
are  of  generally  poor  quality.  Local  telephone  service  also  suffers  from  periods  of 
poor  audibility.  Even  during  bad  weather,  interference  with  commercial  broadcasts 
would  not  occur  within  homes  more  than  600  feet  from  the  Line  (March  1983).  The 
transmission  line  could  also  interfere  with  use  of  two-way  FM  radios,  which  are  used 
much  Like  Local  telephone  systems  by  farms  and  ranches  in  the  area.  This  FM  radio 
reception  may  be  affected  depending  on  the  frequency. 
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There  sometimes  is  concern  about  the  effects  of  eLectrical  fields  on  human 
health.  The  electrical  field  at  the  right-of-way  edge  of  MPC's  proposed  100-kV  Line 
is  weaker  than  fieLds  produced  by  household  appliances  and  low-voltage  wiring,  and 
wi L L  cause  no  risk  to  human  health. 

AESTHETICS 

Existing  Environment 

The  study  area  for  the  transmission  Line  project  lies  within  the  Rocky  Mountain 
Foreland  subregion  [Environmental  Quality  Counci L  1972).  It  is  characterized  by 
broad  plateaus  with  gently  rolling  topography  which  slope  upward  to  surrounding 
mountain  ranges  including  the  Big  Snowy,  Little  Belt,  Judith,  and  Highwood 
mountai  ns . 

Tree  cover  is  Largely  confined  to  mountain  ranges  and  foothiLLs,  with  rangeLand 
interspersed  in  these  areas  of  rougher  topography.  Ross  Fork  Creek  and  the  Judith 
River,  major  streams  in  the  study  area,  fLow  northeasterly,  coLLecting  tributary 
flow  from  the  mountain  ranges. 

Views  within  the  study  area  are  typicalLy  expansive,  extending  over  broad 
valLeys  of  agricultural  fieLds  and  farmsteads  to  distant  mountain  ranges  that  define 
the  periphery.  Throughout  the  year  fieLds  vary  in  color  and  texture,  creating 
changing  patterns  against  the  backdrop  of  mountains. 

Aesthetic  Impacts 

DNRC's  anaLysis  indicated  that  viewer  interest  in  the  scenery  and  potential 
visual  impacts  from  the  proposed  project  were  Low  to  moderate  in  the  study  area. 
This  anaLysis  was  based  on  conversations  with  area  landowners,  comments  at  public 
meetings,  and  surveys  conducted  by  MPC  during  its  application  study.  The  proposed 
transmission  Line  is  much  the  same  as  existing  transmission  Lines  in  the  study  area 
and  would  cause  few  additional  impacts. 

Some  degree  of  visual  alteration  will  stiLL  resuLt  from  introduction  of 
structures,  conductors  and  access  roads  to  the  Landscape  where  none  were  present 
befo  re . 

RECREATION 

Existing  Environment 

Recreation  activities  within  the  centraL  Montana  region  are  primarily  on  pubLic 
Lands  such  as  the  Lewis  and  Clark  National  Forest  which  Lie  outside  of  the  study 
area.  The  study  area  is  almost  exclusively  privateLy  owned,  affording  some  Limited 
dispersed  hunting,  fishing,  and  snowmobiling  opportunities. 

Recreation  Impacts 

Impacts  to  recreation  activities  is  not  anticipated  from  this  project  because  of 
the  dispersed  nature  of  recreation  in  the  area.  However,  area  Landowners, 
especially  those  bordering  national  forest  Lands  along  the  foothills  of  the  Big 
Snowy  Mountains,  expressed  concern  over  increased  trespass  problems  from  hunters 
using  new  access  roads  across  their  property. 
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GEOLOGY  AND  SOIL 


Existing  Environment 

The  project  area  is  situated  in  central.  Montana  on  a  broad,  gentLy  roLLing  pLain 
between  the  LittLe  BeLt  Mountains  to  the  west  and  the  Big  Snowy  Mountains  to  the 
east.  There  are  remnants  of  several.  Large  terraces  in  the  foothills  north  of 
SippLe,  incLuding  the  benches  adjacent  to  Beaver  Creek  and  Cottonwood  Creek.  There 
are  several  additional  terrace  remnants  at  still  higher  elevations  as  far  south  as 
Judith  Gap. 

Although  the  area  is  generally  flat,  there  are  slopes  of  15-25  percent  in  the 
foothills.  There  are  steep  (20-30  percent]  slopes  along  Beaver  Creek,  the  Judith 
River,  and  the  northern  portions  of  Ross  Fork  Creek. 

Soil  textures  range  from  stony  or  gravelly  Loams  on  the  flat  alluvial  terraces 
to  clays  and  clay  Loams  in  the  areas  underlain  by  shale.  Soi  Is  in  the  area  are 
generally  well  drained,  but  are  subject  to  compaction.  SoiLs,  on  steeper  sLopes, 
are  subject  to  erosion  and  slope  fai Lure  during  periods  of  runoff.  This  potential 
is  increased  when  vegetation  cover  is  removed. 

Geology  and  Soil  Impacts 

The  primary  effects  of  transmisson  Line  construction  on  soi  L  are  compaction  and 
erosion.  Off-road  vehicle  travel  is  LikeLy  to  cause  some  degree  of  compaction  on 
all  routes,  but  the  degree  of  compaction  wiLL  vary  with  the  type  of  equipment  a 
contractor  uses,  the  amount  of  vegetation  (root  mass]  found  in  an  area,  the  soil 
type,  and  the  amount  of  moisture  in  the  soil  during  construction. 

Soil  compaction  can  resuLt  in  decreased  water  infiltration,  poorer  soi L 
aeration,  and  can  reduce  nutrient  uptake  by  crops  in  Low  fertility  soil  [Byrnes  et 
al.  1981,  ChanceLLor  1977],  Seedling  emergence  and  root  development  can  be  reduced 
by  compaction.  A  study  by  Ontario  Hydro  (1979]  showed  that  corn  and  smalL  grain 
yields  could  be  reduced  by  compaction  from  transmission  line  construction  traffic. 

Soi L  erosion  can  be  accelerated  either  through  removal  of  vegetation  which 
protects  the  soi  L  particles  from  rain  and  wind,  or  by  compacting  soil,  which  can 
lead  to  decreased  water  infiltration  and  increased  runoff.  Construction  of  access 
roads  and  leveling  areas  for  crane  Landings  are  among  the  activities  that  remove 
vegetation  during  transmission  Line  construction.  Road  cuts  wiLL  be  necessary  in 
areas  with  more  than  a  4  percent  sidesLope.  The  amount  of  cutting  wiLL  depend  on 
finaL  Location  of  the  access  roads. 

Stream  sedimentation  could  become  a  problem  if  the  vegetation  is  removed  along 
stream  banks  or  on  steep  hiLLsides  next  to  streams.  Reclamation  measures  are 
expected  to  reduce  Long-term  (Longer  than  5  years]  erosion  and  are  presented  in 
Appendix  B. 

There  are  saline  seeps  in  some  Low-Lying  groundwater  discharge  areas.  Soil  in 
these  saline  seeps  typically  contains  high  amounts  of  clay  which  provide  low-bearing 
strength  when  wet,  and  remains  wet  Longer  than  the  surrounding  Land.  Consequently, 
construction  vehicles  may  become  mired  or  cause  extensive  rutting  when  crossing 
these  areas.  The  seeps  crossed  by  potential  routes  of  the  proposed  transmission 
Line  are  generally  small  and  in  most  cases  can  be  avoided  by  pLacing  structures  on 
each  side  of  the  seep  and  by  routing  access  roads  around  the  seep  area. 
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Low-Lying  areas  in  fLoodpLains,  such  as  those  adjacent  to  Ross  Fork  Creek, 
retain  moisture  Longer  than  the  adjacent  upLand.  If  these  areas  are  crossed  when 
wet,  vehicLes  may  become  mired  and  cause  rutting.  Most  of  these  areas  are 
avoi dab Le . 

The  study  area  has  not  recentLy  dispLayed  major  seismic  activity  and  is  Located 
east  of  seismic  risk  zone  2  (Montana  Bureau  of  Mines  and  GeoLogy  1984).  Earthquake 
potentiaL  is  not  considered  a  route  determining  factor  in  this  case. 

Construction  of  the  transmission  Line  wouLd  not  cause  any  signicant  impact  to 
groundwater . 

FISH,  WILDLIFE,  AND  HABITATS 

Existing  Environment.  Aquatic  Life  and  Habitats 

The  Judith  River  and  the  Lower  reaches  of  its  tributaries  support  a  variety  of 
warm-water  fish  species.  The  upper  reaches  of  the  tributaries  to  the  Judith  River, 
especiaLLy  in  the  foothiLLs  of  the  Big  Snowy  and  LittLe  BeLt  mountains,  support  a 
coLd-water  trout  fishery,  incLuding  brook  trout  with  a  few  browns  and  rainbows,  but 
most  high-quaLity  trout  habitat  is  in  mountain  streams  upstream  from  the  study 
area.  None  of  the  streams  in  the  study  area  are  cLassified  by  the  Montana 
Department  of  Fish,  WiLdLife  and  Parks  (MDFWP)  as  CLass  1  [ highest-va Lue  fishery 
resource)  or  CLass  2  [highest-priority  fishery  resource),  and  none  are  beLieved  to 
support  popuLations  of  threatened  or  endangered  fish  species  or  of  fish  designated 
by  MDFWP  as  species  of  speciaL  interest  or  concern.  The  waters  in  the  study  area 
are  not  heavi Ly  used  by  fishermen  because  much  better  trout  fisheries  exist  nearby 
(Poore  1984) . 

Impacts  to  Aquatic  Life  and  Habitats 

Impacts  on  aquatic  resources  wouLd  be  Limited  to  possibLe  increases  in 
sedimentation  and  introduction  of  toxic  substances  such  as  herbicides  into  streams. 
CLearing  of  streambank  vegetation  may  resuLt  in  increased  water  temperatures  and 
impacts  to  fish,  but  the  amount  of  streambank  vegetation  which  wouLd  be  affected  is 
mi  nima L . 

These  impacts  can  readi Ly  be  reduced  or  avoided.  Given  the  marginaL  fish 
habitat  in  the  study  area,  the  project  shouLd  not  cause  significant  impacts  to 
aquatic  Life  and  habitats.  Measures  for  avoiding  or  reducing  impacts  are  incLuded 
in  Chapter  Six. 

Existing  Environment.  WiLdLife  and  Habitats 

Vegetation  in  the  study  area  consists  primari Ly  of  crops,  mostLy  dryLand  wheat 
but  incLudes  some  irrigated  crops.  There  are  areas  of  native  grassLand  occurring  at 
higher  eLevations  near  the  foothiLLs  of  the  Big  Snowy  Mountains.  WetLand 
cottonwoods  and  shrubs  are  scarce  in  the  study  area  and  are  found  primari Ly  aLong 
Lower  Ross  Fork  Creek  and  the  Judith  River. 

Of  the  many  wiLdLife  species  and  habitats  known  to  occur  in  the  study  area,  DNRC 
considers  reLativeLy  few  vuLnerabLe  to  significant  harm  from  powerLine  construction 
and  operation.    Great  bLue  herons,  sharp-tai Led  grouse,  hawks,  and  owLs  are  found  in 
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the  study  area,  but  no  active  nest  sites  or  breeding  areas  are  known.  There  are  a 
few  bald  eagLes  along  the  Judith  River,  usually  during  winter,  but  no  active  nests 
or  critical  winter  roost  sites  are  known. 

Although  the  study  area  does  not  support  large  concentrations  of  waterfowl,  many 
small  ponds  are  scattered  throughout  the  study  area  and  support  small  breeding 
waterfowl  populations.  Sandhill  crane  use  is  relatively  high  along  Ross  Fork  Creek 
below  Highway  87  and  Cottonwood  Creek  below  Glengarry  [Watts  1984). 

The  study  area  is  used  by  antelope,  mule  and  white-tailed  deer,  and  elk.  In 
generaL,  the  study  area  does  not  provide  high  security  summer-fall  habitat  for  deer 
and  elk.  The  foothilLs  of  the  Big  Snowy  Mountains  along  the  eastern  edge  of  the 
study  area  provide  winter  range  used  primarily  by  mule  deer.  Wintering  herds  of  elk 
occasionally  range  into  this  portion  of  the  study  area. 

Impacts  to  Wi Idlife  and  Habitats 

Major  types  of  potential  impacts  this  project  could  have  on  wiLdLife  in  the  area 
include  disturbance  of  animals  at  special  use  sites  (winter  ranges,  breeding, 
nesting,  or  roosting  areas),  damage  to  habitat  from  clearing,  construction  of  new 
access  roads,  and  increased  bird  deaths  due  to  collisions  with  wires.  There  are  no 
known  prairie  grouse  dancing  areas  or  great  blue  heron  colonies  in  the  study  area, 
and  if  sites  are  found  during  centerline  study,  steps  can  be  taken  to  avoid  them. 
Although  hawks,  owls,  and  eagLes  are  found  in  the  study  area,  potential  for  impact 
is  low.  The  study  area  does  not  contain  waterfowl  concentrations  of  a  magnitude  to 
create  significant  hazards,  the  collision  rates  for  the  routes  studied  are  expected 
to  be  very  Low  and  are  not  expected  to  cause  a  major  impact  to  bird  populations. 
Impacts  to  wildlife  species  in  the  study  area  can  readily  be  reduced  or  avoided,  so 
the  project  is  not  expected  to  cause  significant  impacts  of  this  type. 

HISTORICAL  AND  ARCHAEOLOGICAL  RESOURCES 

Existing  Environment 

There  are  no  known  archaeological  sites  that  could  shed  Light  on  the  prehistory 
of  the  study  area.  However,  knowledge  of  cuLtural  history  suggests  that  a  wide 
variety  of  activities  could  be  represented  in  undiscovered  archaeological  remains  in 
the  Judith  Basin,  incLuding  tipi   rings,  bison  kiLL  sites,  and  rock  quarries. 

The  study  area  contains  a  number  of  historical  sites  and  can  be  expected  to 
contain  a  variety  of  archaeological  or  pa  leonto Logi ca L  sites.  Twenty-five 
historical  sites,  incLuding  homesteads,  roads,  and  historic  communities,  are  found 
in  the  study  area.  The  Judith  Gap  was  a  major  pass  between  the  MusselLsheLL 
drainage  to  the  south  and  Judith  Basin  to  the  north,  but  there  are  no  known 
prehistoric  or  pa Leonto Logi ca L  sites  in  the  study  area. 

Impacts 

Archaeo Logi ca L  sites  could  be  discovered  and  disturbed  as  a  result  of  road 
construction  or  structure  excavation.  An  indirect  impact,  such  as  vandalism,  couLd 
result  from  increased  access  to  formerly  inaccessible  sites.  Setting  is  important 
to  some  categories  of  historical  and  archaeological  sites  and  construction  of  the 
Line  could  aLter  characteristics  of  a  setting,  possibly  affecting  the  eligibility  of 
nearby  sites  for  Listing  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 
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Impacts  to  historical  and  archaeo Logi ca L  resources  for  this  project  would  be 
primarily  visual.  Measures  can  be  taken  to  reduce  or  avoid  potential  impacts  (see 
Chapter  Si  x]  . 
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CHAPTER  FIVE:     ROUTE  COMPARISON 


INTRODUCTION 

In  evaluating  possibLe  Locations  for  the  transmission  Line,  DNRC  considered 
engineering  requirements,  economic  costs,  envi ronmenta L  impacts,  and  pubLic 
concerns.  The  term  "Line"  as  used  in  this  chapter  pertains  to  route  centerlines 
shown  in  Figure  1.  The  Lines  shown  in  Figure  1  are  not  precise,  because  the  route 
study  process  Leaves  substantial  Leeway  for  final  Location  of  the  proposed 
transmission  Line  to  alLow  avoidance  of  unsuitable  areas  such  as  farmsteads, 
Landslide  areas,  and  irrigated  fieLds.  This  flexibility  makes  it  possibLe  for 
Landowners  and  DNRC  to  influence  MPC's  selection  of  the  precise  Location  of  the 
transmission  Line  within  an  approved  route.  DNRC  has  attempted  to  identify  areas 
that  can  be  narrowed  or  more  preciseLy  defined  for  each  route.  This  narrowing 
process  is  presented  in  greater  detai L  in  a  Later  section  of  this  chapter. 

Beginning  with  MPC's  alternative  routes,  DNRC  added  other  possible  Locations 
suggested  by  persons  at  pubLic  meetings  or  in  personaL  interviews.  These 
alternatives  included  a  Location  along  the  Burlington  Northern  Rai Lroad  between 
Moore  and  Glengarry  and  segments  which  Leave  east-west  county  roads  south  of  Moore 
and  head  directLy  north  to  the  rai  Lroad  and  then  on  to  the  GLengarry  Substation. 
PossibLe  adjustments  to  MPC's  preferred  Location  along  the  foothilLs  of  the  Big 
Snowy  Mountains  aLso  were  identified  (see  Figure  1). 

DNRC  attempted  to  determine  possibLe  problems  and  discover  opportunities  to 
solve  problems  through  Line  relocation  or  other  measures  within  a  feasible  route. 
Probable  impacts  and  pubLic  comments  at  two  meetings  heLd  in  the  area  were 
considered  in  identifying  the  routes  studied.  These  locations,  as  shown  on  Figure 
1,  are  called  the  Benchland,  Railroad,  Crossover,  Foothills,  and  Modified  Foothills 
routes.  Other  possibLe  alternatives  Less  suitable  than  these  were  dropped  from 
further  consideration,  though  they  are  aLso  shown  in  Figure  1. 

The  Board,  in  approving  a  route,  also  specifies  a  route  width  in  which  the  Line 
must  be  Located.  Once  a  route  is  approved  by  the  Board,  DNRC,  MPC  and  Landowners 
wilL  evaluate  final  Locations  for  the  Line  within  the  route  through  a  process  calLed 
centerline  evaluation. 

This  chapter  compares  impacts  of  the  various  routes  and  identifies  those  areas 
where  a  route  couLd  be  narrowed  to  take  advantage  of  siting  opportunities.  DNRC's 
preliminary  recommendations  are  presented  in  Chapter  Six. 

DESCRIPTION  OF  ROUTES 

DNRC  examined  possibLe  opportunities  for  Locating  this  line  with  minimal  overaLL 
impact.  In  some  cases,  these  opportunities  require  the  route  to  be  narrowed  because 
of  unique  circumstances  such  as  the  avai Lability  of  railroad  or  road  right-of-way  or 
an  existing  transmission  Line  right-of-way.  In  other  areas,  topography  or  man-made 
developments  may  Limit  Line  placement.  Where  possibLe  siting  problems  exist,  DNRC 
is  considering  wider  routes  to  aLLow  flexibility  in  determining  the  final  Location 
of  the  Line. 
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FoothiLLs  Route  and  Modifications 


This  route  is  MPC's  preferred  Location  for  the  transmission  Line  and  is  shown  in 
Figure  1.  It  avoids  homes  and  dry  cropland  to  a  great  extent  and  is  Located 
primarily  on  rangeland.  One  area  where  homes  would  be  difficult  to  avoid  is  the 
Beaver  Creek  drainage  south  of  the  existing  Glengarry  Substation.  Except  for  the 
area  just  north  of  Judith  Gap  and  south  of  the  Glengarry  Substation,  this  route 
would  not  follow  any  existing  Linear  facilities. 

In  discussions  with  Landowners,  DNRC  found  there  are  three  portions  of  the  MPC 
route  that  Landowners  wouLd  Like  to  change.  These  changes  and  the  resulting  route 
generally  following  the  Foothills  Route  are  shown  in  Figure  1. 

Crossover  Route 

This  route,  shown  in  Figure  1,  would  use  portions  of  the  abandoned  Milwaukee 
Road  right-of-way  and  county  road  right-of-way  for  much  of  its  Length  to  reduce 
potential  impacts  to  agricultural  Land.  In  the  area  of  the  Beaver  Creek  drainage, 
the  Crossover  Route  and  FoothiLLs  Route  are  identical. 

Rai  Lroad  .Route 

The  Rai  Lroad  Route  in  Figure  1  makes  the  most  use  of  the  Mi  Lwaukee  Road, 
Burlington  Northern  Railroad,  county  road,  and  existing  transmission  Line 
right-of-way  between  Judith  Gap  and  Glengarry. 

Benchland  Route 

This  route  as  shown  in  Figure  1  would  begin  at  a  point  on  the  Great  Falls  230- kV 
Line  about  5.5  miles  southwest  of  Windham.  Most  of  this  route  wouLd  foLLow  the 
existing  BenchLand  to  GLengarry  100-kV  Line. 

ROUTE  COMPARISONS 

Public  interest  in  the  transmission  project  was  focused  on  the  Location  of  the 
transmission  Line  and  substations,  rather  than  the  need  for  the  project.  Comment  at 
public  meetings  strongly  supported  siting  of  the  transmission  Line  within  the 
Mi lwaukee  Road's  abandoned  right-of-way.  Support  for  using  the  railroad 
right-of-way  was  also  expressed  by  many  persons  in  individual  interviews.  ALL 
persons  who  attended  meetings  heLd  by  DNRC  or  were  interviewed  by  DNRC  indicated 
that  they  preferred  routes  Located  away  from  them.  However,  persons  owning  land 
adjoining  the  right-of-way  generally  acknowledged  that  a  transmission  line  on  the 
right-of-way  would  have  the  least  impact. 

Impacts  Common  to  ALL  Routes 

ALL  routes  evaluated  by  DNRC  would  have  similar  social-economic, 
radio-television,  and  cultural  resource  impacts. 

Social  and  Economic  Impacts 

The  nature  of  general  sociaL  and  economic  impacts  would  not  vary  substantially 
from  route  to  route.  Short-term  economic  effects  are  virtuaLLy  the  same  for  all 
routes . 
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Cumulative  property  taxes  to  be  paid  by  the  project  wouLd  be  about  the  same  for 
each  route.  However,  because  routes  would  cross  different  taxing  jurisdictions, 
schools  and  counties  benefiting  from  taxable  valuation  increases  would  vary 
according  to  which  route  is  seLected.  In  short,  the  project  could  slightly  increase 
tax  revenues  or  slightly  decrease  area  mi LL  Levies. 

Radio  and  Television  Interference 

Impact  reduction  measures  generally  used  by  MPC  can  eliminate  radio  and 
television  interference.  Judicious  placement  of  the  Line  by  DNRC,  MPC  and 
landowners  can  further  reduce  the  potential  for  impact. 

Historical  and  ArchaeoLogicaL  Impacts 

There  are  cultural  resources  in  the  study  area  but  the  number  of  sites  and  their 
relative  values  do  not  differ  from  route  to  route.  Harmful  impacts  this  project 
would  cause  to  cultural  resources  probably  wouLd  not  differ  from  route  to  route. 

In  evaluating  this  project,  DNRC  and  the  SHPO  have  determined  that  any 
difference  among  routes  is  small  and  that  protective  measures  can  be  applied  most 
effectively  after  a  route  has  been  seLected.  Measures  for  evaluating  and  mitigating 
impacts  to  culturaL  resource  properties  or  sites  are  discussed  in  Chapter  Six. 

Comparison  of  Cost  and  Environmental  Impacts  of  the  Alternative  Routes 

In  selecting  a  preferred  route  for  this  project,  DNRC  focused  on  selecting  a 
route  that  would  minimize  environmental  impacts  at  a  reasonable  economic  cost,  given 
the  alternatives.  The  FoothiLls  Route  with  adjustment  and  the  Crossover  Route  were 
identified  as  the  most  feasible.  The  following  section  describes  reasons  for 
elimination  of  the  Benchland  and  Railroad  routes.  A  later  section  compares  the 
Foothills  Route  with  the  Crossover  Route  and  states  DNRC's  preference.  TabLe  2 
summarizes  the  information  considered  by  DNRC  in  evaluating  the  alternate  routes. 

Routes  Eliminated  from  Consideration 

The  BenchLand  and  Railroad  routes  were  eliminated  from  consideration  because  of 
adverse  impacts  that  couLd  not  be  cost-ef f ecti ve Ly  reduced. 

DNRC  eliminated  the  Benchland  route  from  consideration  following  initial 
comparison.  As  shown  in  TabLes  2  and  3,  the  Benchland  Route  would  cross  the  most 
agricultural  land  and  would  Locate  the  Line  close  (within  500  feet)  to  the  greatest 
number  of  homes.  The  logical  location  for  the  new  Line  wouLd  be  adjacent  (80  feet 
away)  to  the  existing  Benchland  to  Glengarry  100-kV  Line.  However,  it  would  not  be 
possible  to  avoid  homes  along  the  line  without  moving  farther  from  the  existing 
transmission  line.  Any  movement  to  avoid  homes  would  result  in  greater  impact  to 
cultivated  cropland.  Further,  as  discussed  in  Chapter  Three,  aLthough  this 
alternative  would  eLiminate  some  weaknesses  in  the  existing  power  supply  system,  it 
wouLd  be  Less  effective  than  a  Line  between  Judith  Gap  and  Glengarry.  For  these 
reasons,  DNRC  dropped  this  route  from  further  consideration. 

The  Railroad  Route  was  further  examined  by  DNRC  but  eventually  elminated  from 
consideration.  It  would  allow  maximum  use-  of  Milwaukee  Road,  Burlington  Northern 
Railroad  and  county  road  right-of-way  between  Judith  Gap  and  GLengarry.     This  route 
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was  evaLuated  for  possibLe  Location  of  the  Line  within  or  immedi ate Ly  adjacent  to 
existing  right-of-way  to  reduce  possibLe  Land  use  impacts.  As  indicated  in  TabLe  3, 
the  route  wouLd  have  seversL  advantages  if  the  Line  couLd  be  Located  within  existing 
right-of-way.  However,  as  shown  in  TabLe  3  and  discussed  below,  the  route  has 
severaL  disadvantages  that  make  it  unattractive  as  an  aLternative  route. 

The  Rai Lroad  and  Crossover  routes  share  the  potentiaL  to  confLict  with  proposed 
rai Lroad  and  highway  expansion  projects  near  EippLe.  Whi  Le  these  probLems  couLd  be 
minimized,  the  Railroad  Route  couLd  aLsc  interfere  with  possibLe  improvements  by 
BurLington  Northern  for  the  Moore  to  Lewistown  spur  Line  which  may  be  more  difficuLt 
to  mitigate. 

To  avoid  conflicts  with  existing  farming  operations  between  Moore  and  GLengarry, 
the  Line's  Location  wouLd  have  to  be  between  the  rai Lroad  tracks  and  Highway  87  to 
the  north.  This  Location  couLd  create  a  hazard  to  highway  traffic.  Two  mi Les  of 
the  Line  wouLd  be  Located  within  30  to  50  feet  from  the  edge  of  the  highway.  West 
of  Beaver  Creek  the  existing  transmission  Lines  and  the  rai Lroad  diverge.  In  this 
area  the  Line  wouLd  paraLLeL  MPC's  50-kV  and  100-kV  Lines  across  farmed  Land.  This 
wouLd  compound  existing  interference  with  agricultural  operations  by  placing 
additional  structures  farther  out  into  the  fieLds. 

As  shown  on  Figure  1,  the  Railroad  Route  jogs  around  the  town  of  Moore  folLowing 
county  road  right-of-way.  The  route  passes  east  of  the  town's  Landing  strip  and 
could  create  a  hazard  to  its  future  use  if  it  were  to  reopen. 

DNRC  investigated  severaL  options  for  the  railroad  right-of-way  including 
installation  of  the  proposed  100-kV  line  on  a  new  set  of  poles  along  the  route  of 
the  existing  50-kV  Line,  with  subsequent  installation  of  the  50-kV  conductors  on  the 
same  poLes.  Although  this  alternative  is  possibLe,  it  would  resuLt  in  higher 
construction  cost,  as  discussed  in  Chapter  Three,  and  would  not  eliminate  land  use 
conflicts  with  the  Moore  landing  strip  and  the  BurLington  Northern  railway 
improvement.  These  disadvantages  led  DNRC  to  drop  further  consideration  cf  this 
route . 

Comparison  of  MPC  and  DNRC  Preferred  Routes 

FolLowing  its  evaluation,  DNRC  concluded  that  the  modified  Foothi Lis  and 
Crossover  Routes  are  the  best  alternatives.  TabLes  2  and  3  show  the  advantages  and 
disadvantages  of  these  routes.  Routes  were  compared  to  determine  which  of  them 
would  best  avoid  confLict  with  existing  land  uses  and  minimize  other  environmental 
impacts  and  economic  costs.  The  routes  share  a  common  siting  problem  in  the  Beaver 
Creek  area.    Weeds  will  be  an  issue  on  either  route. 

The  Foothills  Route  generally  avoids  homes.  It  crosses  mostly  rangeland,  along 
with  some  dry  cropland  and  meadows  in  the  Lower  areas.  Adjustments  evaLuated  by 
DNRC  and  Local  Landowners  would  reduce  agricultural  and  residential  impact  by 
Locating  the  line  at  the  edge  of  fieLds  and  along  property  boundaries  [Figure  1). 

Because  of  the  terrain  crossed  and  Limited  access  along  the  foothills  of  the  Big 
Snowy  Mountains,  it  is  likely  that  some  road  cutting  would  be  required  for 
construction,  resulting  in  moderate  to  high  potential  for  erosion  and  visual  changes 
to  the  Landscape.  In  the  area  of  East  Buffalo  Creek,  an  adjustment  of  the  Line 
downsLope  was  evaLuated  by  DNRC  and  a  Landowner  to  reduce  concerns  over  trespass  and 
increased  access  to  a  semi-roadless  area. 
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The  most  difficult  section  of  this  route  would  be  in  the  Beaver  Creek  vaLLey  on 
the  way  to  the  Glengarry  Substation.  This  problem  is  the  same  as  encountered  by  the 
Crossover  Route  [see  Figure  6). 

The  Crossover  Route  would  locate  the  line  within  1/2  mi Le  of  more  homes  than  any 
other  route.  However,  area  landowners  did  not  consider  potential  visual  impacts  an 
important  determinant  for  route  location  and  considered  land  use  more  important. 
This  route  would  cross  less  private  agricultural  land  than  the  Foothills  Route  if 
railroad  and  county  road  right-of-way  were  used.  Further,  the  potential  for  erosion 
and  need  for  additional  access  would  be  much  Less  than  for  the  Foothi I Ls  Route,  As 
with  the  Foothills  Route,  impacts  would  be  difficult  to  avoid  in  the  Beaver  Creek 
area . 

Beaver  Creek  Area  Siting  Problems.  Figure  6  shows  routing  options  DNRC  is 
considering  for  the  Beaver  Creek  drainage.  As  shown  in  Figure  6,  the  area  has  a 
complicated  pattern  of  agricultural  and  residential  land  uses.  The  options  being 
evaluated  attempt  to  minimize  Land  use  conflicts  by  providing  a  Low  impact  Line 
Location  through  the  area.  The  Beaver  Creek  area  is  one  where  the  DNRC  is 
recommending  adoption  of  a  wide  route — up  to  2.5  miles  in  width — to  allow 
flexibility  in  selecting  a  final  Location  for  the  line. 

As  Figure  B  shows,  the  area  farther  south  affords  greater  opportunity  to 
maintain  an  acceptable  distance  from  homes  while  still  avoiding  fieLds.  From 
Glengarry  to  the  GLengarry  Substation,  any  route  to  the  substation  from  the  south 
probably  would  pass  near  occupied  residences  and  require  that  cultivated  fieLds  be 
skirted  or  crossed. 

Weeds  and  Weed  Control.  Weeds  and  weed  control  are  another  concern  that 
differentiates  the  Foothi L Ls  and  Crossover  routes. 

The  abandoned  Milwaukee  Road  right-of-way  is  an  existing  weed  source  which 
contributes  to  the  problem  of  weed  proliferation  and  weed  control  in  the  study 
area.  Portions  of  this  right-of-way  north  of  Judith  Gap  are  shared  by  the  Foothills 
and  Crossover  routes.  Construction  vehicle  traffic  could  transport  weed  seed  from 
portions  of  the  route  on  the  right-of-way  to  other  areas.  Measures  can  be  taken  to 
reduce  but  not  eliminate  this  potential. 

Greater  soil  and  vegetation  disturbance  could  occur  from  access  road  buiLding 
and  other  construction  activities  in  the  steeper  terrain  crossed  by  the  Foothills 
Route.  Until  desirable  ground  cover  species  couLd  be  reestablished,  weeds  couLd 
spread  along  new  access  roads  and  other  areas  disturbed  by  construction  activities, 
creating  additional  weed  problems. 

Most  terrain  along  the  Crossover  Route  is  Level  and  existing  access  couLd  be 
used.  Spread  of  weeds  to  other  portions  of  the  route  may  be  Less  of  a  problem  since 
construction  on  this  route  would  not  cause  much  soil  or  vegetation  disturbance  and 
existing  farming  practices  would  help  control  weeds. 

ControL  of  we L L-estab Li  shed  stands  of  weeds  could  be  difficult  and  costly  for 
any  portions  of  the  Milwaukee  Road  right-of-way  used  by  the  routes.  Attempts  to 
revegetate  the  right-of-way  couLd  be  complicated  by  the  residues  of  soi  L  steri Lants 
that  were  used  to  control  weeds  when  the  railroad  was  operational. 
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BEAVER  CREEK  ROUTING  OPTIONS 


If  weed  control  were  undertaken  on  the  right-of-way,  it  would  be  almost 
essential  to  control  the  weeds  on  the  entire  90-foot  wide  railroad  right-of-way 
rather  than  just  on  a  40-to-BO  foot  wide  easement,  because  weeds  would  tend  to 
repopulate  the  easement  from  the  untreated  right-of-way.  ALthough  control  of  weeds 
on  the  raiLroad  right-of-way  would  benefit  farmers,  it  could  be  costLy. 

The  County  Weed  Control  Act,  administered  by  Local  weed  boards,  makes  it 
unlawfuL  to  permit  any  noxious  weed  to  go  to  seed.  This  applies  "to  a  L  L  persons, 
partnerships,  corporations,  or  companies  owning,  occupying,  or  controlling  Lands, 
easements,  or  rights-of-way..."  (MCA  75-22-2107(2)  MCA).  If  MPC  purchases  a 
right-of-way  or  easement  on  a  portion  of  the  railroad  right-of-way,  the  act  may 
require  it  to  assume  some  responsibility  for  the  existing  weed  problem. 

Control  of  weeds  through  cooperative  arrangements  with  landowners,  counties,  or 
Milwaukee  Road  would  be  beneficial  to  the  adjacent  Landowners  who  now  must  control 
weeds  that  spread  from  the  right-of-way,  and  also  would  reduce  MPC's  possible  weed 
control  costs.  DNRC  is  investigating  options  for  such  agreements  and  will  report 
this  information  in  the  final  EIS. 

Ownership  of  the  Milwaukee  Road  Right-of-Way 

A  question  exists  on  the  present  ownership  of  the  abandoned  Mi Lwaukee  Road 
right-of-way.  Milwaukee  Road  says  it  still  owns  the  Land  and  has  issued  quit  claim 
deeds  to  several  landowners  near  SippLe  and  Burlington  Northern  for  the  track  and 
right-of-way  between  Moore  and  Lewistown.  Landowners  in  Montana,  including  some  in 
the  study  area,  have  fiLed  suit  against  Milwaukee  Road,  claiming  that  once 
abandoned,  the  land  in  the  right-of-way  reverts  to  them.  The  uncertain  ownership  of 
the  right-of-way  causes  some  concern  for  MPC  because  it  would  have  to  obtain  an 
easement  or  other  rights  if  the  Line  were  to  be  built  on  the  right-of-way. 

Results  of  Route  Comparisons 

In  the  opinion  of  DNRC,  the  route  which  offers  the  best  potential  for  minimizing 
adverse  impacts,  given  the  nature  and  economics  of  the  alternatives,  is  the 
Crossover  Route.  Impacts  to  land  use  and  residences  in  the  Beaver  Creek  area  are 
shared  by  both  the  Foothills  Route  and  its  modifications,  and  the  Crossover  Route. 
These  routes  have  somewhat  different  impacts  on  the  various  resources,  but 
cumulative  impacts  and  costs  of  the  routes  are  comparable. 

The  Crossover  Route  differs  from  the  Foothi LLs  Route  and  its  modification  in 
that  adverse  Land  use  and  visual  impacts  along  most  of  its  Length  are  mitigabLe. 
The  Location  of  the  Line  along  the  Mi Lwaukee  Road  and  county  road  right-of-way  wiLL 
provide  better  opportunity  to  minimize  Land  use  conflicts.  Visual  impacts  to 
residents,  and  highway  travelers  aLong  this  route  are  more  than  those  of  the 
Foothill's  Route,  but  the  Line  is  smaLl  and  would  not  signficantly  affect  the 
aesthetics  of  the  area.  Further,  public  comment  supports  the  use  of  the  abandoned 
raiLroad  right-of-way  as  a  means  to  reduce  Land  use  impacts.  Other  advantages  to 
this  route  include:  requirement  for  Less  new  access  road,  and  Low  risk  of  erosion. 
While  aLL  routes  between  Judith  Gap  and  Glengarry  have  potential  for  weed  problems, 
DNRC  considers  the  potential  for  the  spread  of  weeds  to  hew  areas  to  be  less  along 
the  Crossover  Route. 
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Route  Widths  Considered 

The  Foothills  Route  could  be  narrowed  to  a  minimum  width  by  foLLowing  the 
Mi Lwaukee  Road  right-of-way  for  a  short  distance  north  of  Judith  Gap.  It  aLso 
narrowed  along  the  segments  where  DNRC  recommends  changing  MPC's  proposed  route  in 
response  to  Landowners  (see  Figure  1).  DNRC  is  considering  a  wider  route  —  up  to 
2.5  mi Les  —  in  other  areas  to  provide  greater  flexibility  in  some  environmentally 
sensitive  portions  of  this  route,  such  as  steep  slopes  on  the  foothills  of  the  Big 
Snowy  Mountains  and  in  the  Beaver  Creek  drainage. 

For  most  of  the  Crossover  Route  a  very  narrow  route  is  possibLe  within  or 
immediately  adjacent  to  the  Milwaukee  Road  or  county  road  right-of-way.  Wider  areas 
for  this  route,  again  up  to  2.5  miles,  are  proposed  near  Sipple  and  in  the  Beaver 
Creek  drainage. 

For  these  reasons,  DNRC  prefers  the  Crossover  Route.  This  preference  is 
conditional  pending  further  study  of  the  costs  of  controlling  weeds  along  the 
Mi Lwaukee  Road  right-of-way,  and  investigation  of  possibLe  cooperative  cost-sharing 
agreements  to  reduce  the  possibLe  weed  control  problem. 
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CHAPTER  SIX:  CONCLUSIONS  AND  PROPOSED  RECOMMENDATIONS 


INTRODUCTION 

In  evaluating  the  proposed  project,  DNRC  has  reached  conclusions  about  the  need 
for  the  project  and  its  Likely  environmental  impacts  in  the  centraL  Montana  area. 
This  chapter  presents  DNRC's  preliminary  conclusions,  proposed  recommendations  to 
the  Board,  and  measures  to  reduce  impacts  of  the  project. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Need 

DNRC's  analysis  indicates  that  under  normaL  system  conditions  voLtage  Levels  for 
the  centraL  Montana  area  during  heavy  winter  Load  periods  are  unacceptably  Low  and 
need  reinforcement.    The  probLem  can  only  get  worse  as  Loads  grow. 

Outages  on  the  existing  100-kV  transmission  Line  system  during  winter  periods 
are  another  concern.  Voltage  Levels  in  the  Lewistown  area  are  vulnerable  to  most 
outages  on  the  existing  100-kV  system,  which  supplies  most  of  the  power  to  the 
area.  The  50-kV  system  is  not  strong  enough  to  carry  aLL  Loads  in  the  area  during 
cold  winter  conditions.  Even  under  Lighter  Loading  conditions  an  outage  can  drop 
voltage  levels  far  below  acceptable  Limits,  indicating  that  reinforcement  is 
required  to  improve  system  reliability. 

The  best  solution  to  problems  on  the  centraL  Montana  eLectric  supply  system  is  a 
new  substation  to  tap  the  Broadvi ew-Great  Falls  230-kV  transmission  line  (for 
voltage  support)  and  a  100-kV  transmission  line  between  the  new  substation  and  the 
Glengarry  substation  (for  reliability). 

DNRC's  Preferred  Route 

DNRC  considers  the  Crossover  Route  superior  on  the  basis  of  environmental 
considerations,  public  concerns,  and  opportunities  to  locate  the  Line  with  minimal 
impact  and  cost  as  stated  in  Chapter  Five.  This  preference  could  change  if  DNRC 
concLudes  that  the  cost  of  weed  control  associated  with  the  route  is  excessive.  The 
cost  of  weed  control  and  options  for  minimizing  the  cost  are  being  explored  by  DNRC 
and  MPC. 

PROPOSED  RECOMMENDATIONS 

1.  DNRC  proposes  to  recommend  that  a  new  substation  be  built  near  Judith  Gap  to 
tap  the  230-kV  system,  and  that  a  new  100-kV  transmission  Line  be  bui Lt  between  this 
substation  and  the  existing  Glengarry  Substation. 

2.  DNRC  further  proposes  to  recommend  that  construction  of  the  new  substation 
should  begin  after  the  Board  approves  a  route  but  before  it  approves  a  finaL 
centerLine.  This  action  would  heLp  raise  voLtage  Levels  on  the  existing 
transmission  system  as  quickly  as  possibLe. 

3.  DNRC  proposes  to  recommend  the  Crossover  Route  as  the  preferred  route. 

4.  DNRC  proposes  to  recommend  adoption  of  the  foLLowing  measures  to  prevent 
impact  aLong  the  route  approved  by  the  Board. 
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Selection  of  a  CenterLine  and  Monitoring 

After  a  route  is  seLected,  DNRC  proposes  to  assist  in  determining  the  exact 
Location  of  the  Line  to  avoid  specific  impacts.  Further,  DNRC  wiLL  develop  a 
detailed  set  of  environmental  specifications  spelling  out  specific  measures  to  be 
taken.  This  effort  will  culminate  in  DNRC's  monitoring  of  construction  and 
reclamation  to  ensure  the  environmental  specifications  are  foLLowed  (see  Appendix 
B)  . 

Adoption  of  DNRC  Construction  Specifications 

There  are  numerous  methods  for  reducing  construction-related  impacts  to  area 
streams  and  soil  including  (1)  using  existing  access  roads  to  the  greatest  extent 
possible;  [2)  installing  culverts  or  bridges  at  road  crossings  of  year-round  streams 
or  using  fords  where  they  would  have  Less  impact;  [3)  avoiding  fording  of  streams; 
[4}  Locating  poles  and  associated  construction  disturbance  far  enough  from  streams 
to  prevent  sediment  from  reaching  the  water;  (5)  preventing  loose  fiLL  from 
entering  streams;  [6]  prohibiting  off-road  vehicular  travel  when  soi L  moisture  is 
high,  implementing  measures  to  reduce  soi  L  compaction  and  restoring  any  areas  that 
become  compacted;  (7)  preventing  or  Limiting  construction  activity  in  streambeds  or 
floodplains;  and  (8)  Locating  sanitary  facilities,  chemical  storage  areas,  and 
vehicLe  maintenance  areas  such  that  there  is  no  possibility  of  accidental  spillage 
into  watercourses. 

Specific  measures  to  reduce  these  impacts  are  suggested  in  the  Standard 
Environmental  Specifications  for  Transmission  Lines,  100-kV  and  Above.  DNRC 
recommends  adoption  of  these  for  this  project  (see  Appendix  B) . 

Measures  to  Reduce  VisuaL  Impacts 

Visual  impacts  could  be  limited  by  the  use  of  natural  colored  wood  pole 
structures  and  dark  brown  insulators.  DNRC  recommends  that  these  measures  be 
implemented  along  the  entire  length  of  the  route  selected.  Reclamation  of  areas 
scarred  during  construction  is  covered  in  the  environmental  specifications  (Appendix 
B]  . 

Measures  to  Reduce  Radio  and  Television  Interference 

The  environmental  specifications  wiLL  require  MPC  to  correct  any  radio  and 
television  interference.  MPC  can  install  remote  antennas,  repeater  stations, 
stronger  radios,  or  mechanical  corrections  to  homeowners'  antennas  if  problems  are 
found.  A  consultant  retained  by  MPC  has  recommended  that  the  Line  be  energized 
before  any  measures  are  taken  to  prevent  interference,  and  that  MPC  contact  nearby 
homeowners  afterwards  to  determine  if  reception  has  been  affected.  If  reception  has 
been  affected,  MPC  would  correct  the  problem  (March  1983).  DNRC  concurs  with  this 
recommendation  which,  if  followed  by  MPC,  wouLd  eliminate  radio  and  television 
i  nterference . 

Measures  to  Reduce  Historical,  Archaeological,  and  Pa Leonto Logi ca L  Impacts 

Once     a     route     is     seLected,     cultural     resources     must     be     addressed  on  a 

site-specific     Level.        Either    intensive    inventory    or    an    inventory    based  on  a 

professionally    justified     predictive    model    must    occur     early     enough     to  permit 

development  of  mitigation  or  avoidance  measures.     VisuaL   impact  to   historic  farms, 
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towns,  schools,  traiLs,  and  other  community  gathering  spots  is  particularly 
important.  Measures  which  should  be  taken  to  protect  cuLtural  resources  once  a 
route  is  approved,  but  prior  to  Board  approvaL  of  the  centerline,  include:  a 
scheduLe  developed  in  consultation  with  SHPO  which  provides  for  establishment  of 
survey  methods  and  procedures  to  identify  sites,  to  evaLuate  their  significance  and 
Likely  impact,  to  recommend  measures  to  reduce  potential  impacts,  and  to  implement 
identified  measures;  and  a  plan  for  impact  assessment  and  mitigation  as  described  in 
the  Environmental  Specifications  (Appendix  B)  . 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIENCES 


TED  SCHWINDEN,  GOVERNOR 


COGSWELL  BUILDING 


STATE  OF  MONTANA 


HELENA.  MONTANA  59620 


September  10,  1984 


Department  of  Natural  Resources 

and  Conservation 
Attn:  Leo  Berry,  Director 
32  S.  Ewing 
Helena,  MT  59601 

Dear  Leo: 

The  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  (DHES)  reviewed 
the  Montana  Power  Company's  (MPC)  proposed  construction,  operation  and 
maintenance  of  a  100-kV  transmission  line  and  associated  substation 
facilities  between  Glengarry  and  Judith  Gap,  Montana. 

The  DHES  would  like  to  reiterate  several  comments  that  pertain 
specifically  to  this  proposal: 

Water  Quality 

The  proposed  project,  as  planned,  does  not  require  discharge  permits 
or  short-term  authorizations  to  exceed  Montana  water  quality  standards.  If 
unforeseen  circumstances  occur  during  construction  that  result  in 
discharges  or  short-term  violations  of  water  quality  standards,  the 
necessary  permits  and  authorizations  must  be  obtained  from  the  DHES  before 
the  discharges  or  violations  occur. 

Solid  Waste 

All  solid  wastes  generated  by  the  project  must  be  disposed  of  at 
licensed  Class  II  landfills  according  to  the  requirements  of  the  Montana 
Solid  Waste  Management  Act  and  ARM  16.14.501  et.   seq.     Additionally,  any 
hazardous  wastes  generated  must  be  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  ARM 
16.44.101  et.  seq. 

The  review  concluded  that  the  project  is  in  compliance  with  the 
substantive  requirements  of  the  statutes  which  are  administered  by  the  DHES 
in  conjunction  with  the  Montana  Major  Facility  Siting  Act. 


Sincerely, 


'-'Jolin  J.  Drynan,  M.D. 
Director 
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STATE  OF  MONTANA 
STANDARD  ENVIRONMENTAL  SPECIFICATIONS  FOR 
TRANSMISSION  LINES  100  KV  AND  ABOVE 
First  Edition,  July  1984 
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DEFINITIONS 


ACCESS  EASEMENT:     Any  Land  area  over  which  the  OWNER  has  received  an  easement 
from  a  Landowner  aLLowing  traveL  to  and  from  the  project. 
Access  easements  may  or  may  not  incLude  access  roads. 

ACCESS  ROAD:  Any  traveL  course  which  is  constructed  by  substantiaL 

recontouring  of  Land  and  which  is  intended  to  permit  passage 
by  most  four-whee Led  vehicLes. 

BEGINNING  OF  CONSTRUCTION:    Any  proj ect-re Lated  earthmoving  or  removaL  of 
vegetation  [except  for  clearing  of  survey  Lines) 

BOARD:  Montana  BOARD  of  NaturaL  Resources  and  Conservation 

CONTRACTOR:  Constructors  of  the  FaciLity  [agent  of  owner) 

DFWP:  Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife,  and  Parks 

DHES:  Montana  Department  of  HeaLth  and  Environmental  Sciences 

DNRC:  Montana  Department  of  NaturaL  Resources  and  Conservation 

DOH:  Montana  Department  of  Highways 

DSL:  Montana  Department  of  State  Lands 

EXEMPT  FACILITY:  A  facility  meeting  the  requirements  of  75-20-202,  MCA  and 
accompanying  rules 


LANDOWNER ; 

OWNER : 
SHPO: 


The  owner  of  private  property  or  the  managing  agency  for 
pubLic  Lands 

The  owner(s)  of  the  faciLity,  or  the  owner's  agent 
State  Historic  Preservation  Office 
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PREFACE 


For  any  transmission  facility  approved  by  the  Board  of  Natural  Resources  and 
Conservation,  a  set  of  environmental  specifications  must  be  developed  jointly  by  the 
applicant  and  DNRC  and  included  in  the  Certificate  of  Environmental  Compatibility 
and  Pub  Lie  Need. 

For  a  specific  project,  draft  Language  for  those  environmental  specifications 
which  apply  to  the  entire  project  is  developed  prior  to  publication  of  the  draft 
EIS.    This  Language  is  then  subjected  to  pubLic  review  in  the  DEIS,  revised  for  the 
final  EIS,  and  approved  by  the  Board  at  the  time  of  route  approval  .  Site-specific 
measures,  which  cannot  be  specified  until  after  detailed  centerline  study,  must  be 
included  in  the  Certificate  at  the  time  the  Board  approves  a  final  centerLine  for 
the  faci  Li  ty . 

The  purpose  of  this  document  is  to  provide  a  checklist  and  Language  for 
non-site-specific  environmental  specifications  (items  0.0  through  4.5.2),  and  a 
checklist  of  types  of  site-specific  data  which  typicalLy  need  to  be  worked  out 
during  centerLine  study.    This  approach  can  greatly  facilitate  the  preparation  of  a 
project-specific  set  of  environmental  specifications  for  Board  approval.  This 
document  has  been  written  to  include  language  for  most  environmental  specifications 
typicalLy  employed  to  mitigate  impacts  of  transmission  Lines  of  voLtages  above  69 
kV.    These  specifications  are  those  which  DNRC  and  BNRC  have  found  necessary  to 
ensure  environmental  protection  during  construction  and  operation  of  transmission 
facilities.    The  Language  included  has  been  carefully  worded  to  be  suitable  for  most 
projects,  but  it  is  anticipated  that  certain  minor  modifications  wiLL  be  needed  to 
accommodate  a  specific  project  of  a  certain  voltage  Located  in  a  certain  portion  of 
the  state.     Certain  of  the  measures  Listed  may  not  apply  and  may  therefore  be 
deleted;  additional  measures  may  be  added  as  a  result  of  pubLic  and  agency 
involvement.     It  is  intended  that  this  document  wi L L  be  used  as  the  starting  point 
for  discussions  between  an  applicant  and  DNRC  in  preparing  a  finaL  set  of 
environmental  specifications  to  be  included  in  the  DEIS  on  a  specific  project. 

A  number  of  site-specific  attachments  will  be  worked  out  jointLy  by  DNRC  and 
the  applicant  during  centerline  study. 
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INTRODUCTION 


The  purpose  of  these  speci fi cati ons  is  to  ensure  mitigation  of  potential 
environmental,  impacts  during  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  a 
transmission  faciLity.    These  specifications  are  intended  to  be  incorporated  into 
the  texts  of  contract  plans  and  specifications. 

For  non-exempt  facilities,  the  Montana  Major  FaciLity  Siting  Act  supercedes 
aLl  state  environmental  permit  requirements  except  for  those  dealing  with  air  and 
water  quaLity,  pubLic  health  and  safety,  water  appropriations  and  diversions,  and 
easements  across  state  Lands  175-20-103  and  401 ,  MCA) .    A  major  purpose  of  these 
specifications  is  to  ensure  that  the  intent  of  the  Laws  which  are  superceded  is  met, 
even  though  the  procedures  of  appLying  for  and  obtaining  permits  from  various  state 
agencies  are  not.    As  specified  Later  in  this  document,  the  STATE  INSPECTOR  will 
have  the  responsibility  for  arranging  reviews  and  inspections  by  other  state 
agencies  which  would  otherwise  have  been  done  through  a  permit  application  process. 

Attachments  A  through  P  refer  to  the  site-specific  concerns  and  areas  that 
apply  for  a  specific  project.    These  appendices,  as  needed,  wi L L  be  prepared  by  the 
OWNER  working  in  consultation  with  the  Department  prior  to  Board  approval  of  a 
cehterline  for  a  particular  project. 

0.0    GENERAL  SPECIFICATIONS 

0.1     SCOPE    These  specifications  apply  to  aLl  Lands  affected  by  the  project. 
Where  the  Landowner  requests  practises  other  than  those  Listed  in  these 
specifications,  the  OWNER  may  authorize  such  a  change  provided  that  the  STATE 
INSPECTOR  is  notified  in  writing  of  the  change  and  that  the  change  would  not  be  in 
violation  of:     (1)  the  intent  of  any  state  Law  which  is  superceded  by  the  Montana 
Major  FaciLity  Siting  Act;  (2]  the  Certificate;  (3]  any  conditions  imposed  by  the 
BOARD;  or  (4)  the  BOARD'S  finding  of  minimum  adverse  impact. 

0.2    ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION    The  OWNER  shalL  conduct  all  operations  in  a 
manner  to  protect  the  quaLity  of  the  environment  and  to  reduce  impacts  to  the 
greatest  extent  practical. 

0.3    CONTRACT  DOCUMENTS    These  specifications  shall  be  part  of  or  incorporated 
into  the  contract  documents;  therefore,  the  OWNER  and  the  OWNER'S  agents  shaLL  be 
held  responsible  for  adherence  to  these  specifications  in  performing  the  work.  If 
the  OWNER'S  agents  fail  to  operate  within  the  intent  of  these  specifications,  the 
BOARD  or  its  authorized  agent  shaLL  direct  the  OWNER  to  compLy.    Continued  violation 
may  result  in  a  civil  penalty  of  up  to  $10,000  per  day  pursuant  to  75-20-408,  MCA. 

0.4    BRIEFING  OF  EMPLOYEES    The  OWNER  shaLL  ensure  that  the  CONTRACTOR  and  all 
fieLd  supervisors  are  provided  with  a  copy  of  these  specifications  and  informed  of 
which  sections  are  applicable  to  specific  procedures.    The  OWNER  shaLL  require  that 
its  construction  supervisors  are  adequately  trained  and  utiLized  in  work  appropriate 
to  that  training.     Supervisors  shaLL  inform  alL  employees  on  the  applicable 
environmental  constraints  spelled  out  herein  prior  to  and  during  construction. 
Site-specific  measures  spelLed  out  in  the  appendices  attached  hereto  shall  be 
incorporated  into  the  design  and  construction  specifications  or  other  appropriate 
contract  document. 


-B-l- 


0.5    COMPLIANCE  WITH  REGULATIONS    ALL  proj ect-re Lated  activities  of  the  OWNER 
shaLL  compLy  with  aLL  appLicabLe  local,  state,  and  federaL  Laws,  reguLations,  and 
requirements.    CompLiance  with  the  requirements  of  these  envi ronmenta L 
specifications  wiLL  ensure  that  the  intent  of  state  Laws  which  are  superceded  by 
MFSA  is  met. 

0.6     DESIGNATION  OF  SENSITIVE  AREAS    The  DNRC ,  in  its  evaluation  of  the  project, 
designates  certain  areas  aLong  the  right-of-way  or  access  roads  as  SENSITIVE 
AREAS.     SpeciaL  precautions  shaLL  be  taken  in  these  areas  during  construction, 
operation,  and  maintenance,  as  described  eLsewhere  in  these  specifications  (see 
sections  1.1.2,  2.1.5,  2.1.6,  2.2.2,  2.9.3,  3.2.8,  and  4.1.1).    The  OWNER  shaLL  take 
aLL  reasonabLe  actions  to  avoid  adverse  impacts  in  these  SENSITIVE  AREAS. 

0.7    PERFORMANCE  BONDS    To  ensure  compLiance  with  these  specifications,  the 
OWNER  shaLL  submit  to  the  State  of  Montana  or  its  authorized  agent  a  RESTORATION 
BOND  pertaining  specificaLLy  to  the  restoration  of  the  right-of-way  and  adjacent 
Land  damaged  during  construction.    The  entire  RESTORATION  BOND  shaLL  be  held  unti L 
post-construction  monitoring  by  DNRC  indicates  that  these  specifications  and  other 
mitigating  measures    have  been  foLLowed,  that  cleanup  and  restoration  are  complete, 
and  that  revegetation  is  progressing  satisfactorily,  at  which  time  the  OWNER  shaLL 
be  released  from  the  RESTORATION  BOND.    At  the  time  the  OWNER  is  released,  the  OWNER 
shaLL  submit  to  the  State  of  Montana  or  its  authorized  agent  a  RECLAMATION  BOND  to 
be  heLd  for  five  years  or  until  monitoring  by  DNRC  indicates  that  reclamation  and 
road  closures  have  been  adequate.     Proof  of  bond  shall  be  submitted  to  DNRC. 

0.8    DESIGNATION  OF  STRUCTURES    Each  structure  for  the  project  shaLL  be 
designated  by  a  unique  number  on  pLan  and  profile  maps.     If  this  information  is  not 
available  because  the  survey  is  not  compLete,   Locations  alc-ng  the  centerline  shall 
be  indicated  by  station  numbers  or  mileposts.     Station  numbers  or  mi Leposts  of  aLL 
angle  points  shall  be  designated  on  plan  and  profile  maps. 

0.9    ACCESS    When  easements  for  construction  access  are  obtained  for 
construction  personnel,  provision  will  be  made  by  the  OWNER  to  ensure  that  DNRC 
personnel  wilL  be  allowed  access  to  the  right-of-way  and  to  any  off-right-of-way 
access  roads  used  for  construction  during  the  term  of  the  RESTORATION  BOND. 

0.10  DESIGNATION  OF  STATE  INSPECTOR    Prior  to  the  beginning  of  construction, 
DNRC  shall  designate  a  STATE  INSPECTOR  or  INSPECTORS  to  monitor  the  OWNER'S 
compLiance  with  these  specifications  and  any  other  project-specific  mitigation 
measures  adopted  by  the  BOARD.    The  STATE  INSPECTOR  shall  be  the  OWNER'S  Liaison 
with  the  State  of  Montana  on  construction,  post-construction,  and  reclamation 
activities.    ALL  communications  regarding  the  project  shall  be  directed  to  the  STATE 
INSPECTOR.    The  name  of  the  STATE  INSPECTOR  can  be  obtained  by  contacting  the 
Administrator  of  the  Energy  Division,  DNRC. 

For  this  project,  responsibilities  of  the  STATE  INSPECTOR  include  but  are  not 
Limited  to: 

1}        Review  of  plan  and  prof i Le  drawings  submitted  by  the  OWNER. 

2)        Granting  of  any  waivers  to  the  advance  notification  requirements  contained 
in  Section  1.0  of  these  specifications. 
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3]        Field  inspection  of  construction  activity  and  those  sites  identified  in 

the  centerLine  evaluation  as  requiring  specific  construction  techniques  or 
precautions . 

4)        Determining  compliance  with  these  specifications. 

5]        Documentation  of  fieLd  observations  and  discussions  with  CONTRACTOR  and/or 
OWNER'S  representative. 

6)  Preparation  of  periodic  monitoring  reports,  and  reports  in  support  of  bond 
release,  retention,  or  forfeiture. 

7)  Authorizing  reLease  of  RESTORATION  or  RECLAMATION  BONDS. 

8)  Contacting  other  state  agencies  and  arranging  review  or  inspections  by 
them  as  necessary. 

0.11     SALVAGE    RemovaL  of  existing  structures  replaced  by  the  present  Line,  or 
removal  of  the  present  Line  following  its  abandonment,  shall  be  done  in  accordance 
with  these  specifications.    RemovaL  of  any  unused  existing  structures,  if  necessary, 
shall  be  done  within  tweLve  months  after  energization  of  the  new  Line. 


1  .0  PRECONSTRUCTION  PLANNING  AND  COORDINATION 
1  .1  PLANNING 

1.1.1     Planning  of  all  stages  of  construction  and  maintenance  activities  is 
essential  to  ensure  that  construction-reLated  impacts  wi L I  be  kept  to  a  minimum. 
The  CONTRACTOR  and  OWNER  will  plan  the  timing  of  construction,  construction  and 
maintenance  access  and  requirements,   Location  of  special  use  sites,  and  other 
details  before  the  commencement  of  construction. 

1.1.2.  Before  the  start  of  construction  of  any  segment  of  the  Line,  the 
Location  of  the  centerLine  and  of  alL  construction  access  roads,  maintenance  access 
roads,  structures,  staging  sites,  pulLing  sites  [if  known],  splicing  sites  (if 
known),  borrow  pits,  campsites,  and  storage  or  other  buildings  shall  be  plotted  on 
ortho  photomosaics  and/or  plan  and  profile  maps,  at  a  scaLe  of  1:24,000  or  Larger, 
or  on  avaiLabLe  USGS  7.5'  topographic  maps  [scaLe:  1:24,000),  and  submitted  to  the 
STATE  INSPECTOR.    ALL  locations  shall  be  submitted  at  least  14  days  before  the 
beginning  of  construction  at  the  site.    The  STATE  INSPECTOR  shall  be  notified  of  any 
changes  in  these  Locations  prior  to  construction  [where  designated  SENSITIVE  AREAS 
are  affected,  these  changes  must  be  submitted  to  the  DNRC  7  days  before  construction 
and  approved  by  the  STATE  INSPECTOR    prior  to  construction.) 

1.1.3.  Long-term  maintenance  routes  to  alL  points  on  the  Line  should  be  planned 
before  construction  begins.    Where  known,  new  construction  access  roads  intended  to 
be  maintained  for  permanent  use  shall  be  differentiated  from  temporary  access  roads 
on  the  maps  required  under  1.1.2  above. 
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1 .2    PRECONSTRUCTION  CONFERENCE 


1.2.1.  At  Least  one  week  before  commencement  of  any  construction  activities, 
the  OWNER  shall  schedule  a  preconstruction  conference.    The  STATE  INSPECTOR  shaLL  be 
notified  of  the  date  and  location  for  this  meeting.    One  of  the  purposes  of  this 
conference  shall  be  to  brief  all  involved  persons  regarding  the  content  of  these 
specifications  and  other  Board-approved  mitigating  measures,  and  to  make  all  parties 
aware  of  the  roLes  of  the  STATE  INSPECTOR  and  of  the  federal  inspectors  (if  any). 

1.2.2.  The  OWNER'S  representative,  the  CONTRACTOR'S  representative,  the  STATE 
INSPECTOR,  and  representatives  of  affected  state  and  federal  agencies  shall  be 
invited  to  attend  the  preconstruction  conference. 

1 .3    PUBLIC  CONTACT 

1.3.1.  The  OWNER  shall  negotiate  with  the  landowner  in  determining  the  best 
location  for  access  easements,  and  the  need  for  gates. 

1.3.2.  The  OWNER  shall  contact  Local  government  officials,  or  the  managing 
agency,  as  appropriate,  regarding  implementation  of  required  traffic  safety 
measures . 

1.4.    HISTORICAL  AND  ARCHAEOLOGICAL  SURVEY. 

1.4.1.    The  OWNER  must  develop  and  carry  out  a  plan  approved  by  the  State 
Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO)  that  includes  steps  which  have  been  and  will  be 
taken  to  identify,  evaluate,  and  avoid  or  mitigate  damage  to  cuLturaL  resources 
affected  by  the  project.     The  plan  (Appendix  I)  shall  include:     (1)  actions  taken  to 
identify  cultural  resources  during  initial  intensive  survey  work;     (2)  an  evaluation 
of  the  significance  of  the  identified  sites  and  likely  impacts  caused  by  the 
project;     (3)   recommended  treatments  or  measures  to  avoid  or  mitigate  damage  to 
known  cultural  sites;   [4)  steps  to  be  taken  in  the  event  other  sites  are  identified 
after  approval  of  the  plan;  and  [5)  provisions  for  monitoring  construction  to 
protect  cultural  resources.     Except  for  monitoring,  all  steps  of  the  plan  must  be 
carried  out  prior  to  the  start  of  construction.    The  requirement  for  this  plan 
should  not  be  construed  to  exempt  or  alter  compliance  by  the  OWNER  or  managing 
agency  with  36  CFR  800.    This  plan  must  be  f i Led  with  SHPO. 

2.0  CONSTRUCTION 
2.1  GENERAL 

2.1.1.    The  preservation  of  the  natural  Landscape  contours  and  environmental 
features  shall  be  an  important  consideration  in  the  Location  of  all  construction 
facilities,  including  roads,  construction  camps,  storage  areas,  and  buildings. 
Construction  of  these  facilities  shall  be  planned  and  conducted  so  as  to  minimize 
destruction,  scarring,  or  defacing  of  the  natural  vegetation  and  Landscape.  Any 
necessary  earthmoving  shall  be  planned  and  designed  to  be  as  compatible  as  possible 
with  the  natural  Landforms. 
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2.1.2.  Temporary  construction  sites  and  staging  areas  shaLL  be  kept  to  the 
minimum  size  necessary  to  perform  the  work.     Such  areas  shall  be  located  where  most 
environmentally  compatible,  considering  slope,  fragile  soils  or  vegetation,  and  risk 
of  erosion.    After  construction,  these  areas  shall  be  restored  as  specified  in 
Section  3.0  of  these  specifications  unless  a  specific  exemption  is  authorized  in 
writing  by  the  STATE  INSPECTOR. 

2.1.3.  ALL  work  areas  shall  be  maintained  in  a  neat,  clean,  and  sanitary 
condition  at  aLL  times.    Trash  or  construction  debris  shaLL  be  reguLarLy  removed 
during  the  construction  and  reclamation  periods. 

2.1.4.  In  areas  where  mixing  of  soi L  horizons  would  Lead  to  a  significant 
reduction  in  soil  productivity,  increased  difficulty  in  establishing  permanent 
vegetation,  or  an  increase  in  weeds,  mixing  of  soil  horizons  shaLL  be  avoided 
insofar  as  possible.  This  may  be  done  by  removing  and  stockpiling  topsoiL,  where 
practical,  so  that  it  may  be  spread  over  subsoi L  during  site  restoration.  Known 
areas  where  stockpiling  of  topsoiL  is  required  will  be  determined,  and  others  may  be 
designated  by  the  STATE  INSPECTOR  prior  to  construction  and  attached  hereto. 

2.1.5.  SENSITIVE  AREAS  and  aLL  cultivated  and  planted  areas  and  vegetation  such 
as  trees,  plants,  shrubs,  and  grass  on  or  adjacent  to  the  right-of-way  which  do  not 
interfere  with  the  performance  of  work,  shall  be  preserved.    The  OWNER  shall  take 
all  necessary  actions  to  avoid  adverse  impacts  to  SENSITIVE  AREAS.    The  STATE 
INSPECTOR  shaLL  be  notified  two  working  days  in  advance  of  initial  clearing  or 
construction  activity  in  these  areas. 

2.1.6    The  OWNER  shaLL  mark  or  flag  the  Limits  of  disturbance  in  certain 
SENSITIVE  AREAS.    ALL  construction  activities  must  be  conducted  within  this  marked 
area . 

2.1.7.  The  OWNER  shaLL  acquire  appropriate  Land  rights  that  cover  as  much  as  is 
practical  of  the  Land  area  that  wi L L  be  disturbed  by  construction.  The  width  of  the 
construction  easement  for  this  project  shaLL  be  as  specified  in  these  specifications 
and  attached. 

2.1.8.  Flow  in  a  streamcourse  may  not  be  permanently  diverted.    If  temporary 
diversion  is  necessary,  flow  will  be  restored  before  a  major  runoff  season  or  the 
next  spawning  season,  as  determined  by  the  STATE  INSPECTOR  in  consultation  with  the 
managing  agency  (see  2.11.6). 

2.2    CONSTRUCTION  MONITORING 

2.2.1.    After  the  BOARD  approves  the  OWNER'S  centerline  Location,  the 
responsibility  for  foLlow-up  actions  Lies  with  the  STATE  INSPECTOR.    These  actions 
consist  of  communication  with  the  CONTRACTOR  and  OWNER'S  representative, 
documentation  of  field  observations,  and  preparation  of  monitoring  and  bond  release 
reports.    The  STATE  INSPECTOR  shaLL  maintain  discussions  with  the  OWNER  and  the 
OWNER'S  agents  in  order  to  stay  informed  of  construction  activities  in  areas  of 
concern  to  the  state.    The  STATE  INSPECTOR  wi L L  observe  construction  at  these  areas 
when  possibLe  and  necessary,  and  shaLL  monitor  OWNER  compliance  with  the  State 
Environmental  Specifications  and  project  specific  mitigating  measures. 
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2.2.2.  The  STATE  INSPECTOR,  the  OWNER,  and  the  OWNER'S  agents  wi L L  reLy  upon  a 
cooperative  working  relationship  to  reconcile  potential  problems  relating  to 
construction  in  SENSITIVE  AREAS.     Enforcement  action  will  occur  when  the  OWNER  or 
OWNER'S  agent  violates  the  substance  of  these  specifications.    When  the  STATE 
INSPECTOR  determines  that  construction  activities  wiLL  cause  excessive  environmental 
impacts  due  to  seasonal  fieLd  conditions  or  encounters  with  sensitive  features,  he 
wiLL  talk  with  the  OWNER  about  possibLe  mitigating  measures  or  minor  construction 
rescheduling  to  avoid  these  impacts.    The  STATE  INSPECTOR  will  be  prepared  to 
provide  the  OWNER  with  written  documentation  of  the  reasons  for  the  modifications 
within  24  hours  of  their  imposition.    The  STATE  INSPECTOR  will  use  the  foL  lowing 
administration  tooLs: 

2.2.3.  The  STATE  INSPECTOR  may,  where  necessary,  issue  COMPLIANCE  ORDERS  to  the 
OWNER'S  representative.    A  COMPLIANCE  ORDER  is  a  directive  used  to  advise  the  OWNER 
of  the  need  to  comply  with  specific  elements  of  these  specifications  or  other 
project  mitigation  measures.    The  COMPLIANCE  ORDER  may  also  be  instructional  in 
nature.    All  orders  shaLL  be  in  writing,  but  in  emergencies  may  be  issued  orally 
provided  written  confirmation  is  made  within  24  hours.     In  the  event  that  the  OWNER 
fails  to  comply  with  a  valid  COMPLIANCE  ORDER  and  fai Ls  to  provide  acceptable 
evidence  that  he  will  comply,  the  STATE  INSPECTOR  shaLL  f i Le  an  incident  report  to 
the  DNRC  Director  within  two  working  days.    Subsequent  Legal  judgments  against  the 
OWNER  may  result  in  civil  penalties  up  to  $10,000  per  day  of  continued  violation,  in 
accordance  with  75-20-408,  MCA. 

2.2.4.  The  STATE  INSPECTOR  may  require  mitigation  measures  or  procedures  at 
some  sites  beyond  those  listed  in  Appendix  A  in  order  to  minimize  environmental 
damage  due  to  unique  circumstances  that  arise  during  construction,  such  as 
unanticipated  discovery  of  a  cultural  site.    The  STATE  INSPECTOR  will  issue  written 
instructions  to  the  OWNER  for  all  such  Locations  after  consultation  with  the  OWNER'S 
representati  ve . 

2.3    TIMING  OF  CONSTRUCTION 

2.3.1.  Construction  and  motorized  traveL  will  be  restricted  or  prohibited  at 
certain  times  of  the  year  in  certain  areas.    These  areas,   listed  in  Appendix  D,  may 
include  but  are  not  Limited  to  the  following  areas: 

a.  The  vicinity  of  heavily  used  recreation  sites  on  weekends  or  holidays; 

b.  On  or  near  winter  ranges  or  other  areas  important  to  moose,  elk,  deer, 
antelope,  mountain  sheep,  and  mountain  goats; 

c.  Sage  and  sharp-tailed  grouse  Leks; 

d.  Raptor  nesting  sites  or  water  bird  colonies; 

e.  In  or  near  streams  during  seasons  of  migratory  fish  spawning; 

f.  Areas  with  soils  having  low  bearing  strength  when  wet. 

2.3.2.  In  order  to  prevent  rutting  and  excessive  damage  to  vegetation, 
construction  will  not  take  place  during  periods  of  high  soil  moisture  when 
irreversible  damage  wiLL  occur. 


2.4    PUBLIC  SAFETY 


2.4.1.  ALL  construction  activities  shaLL  be  done  in  compLiance  with  existing 
heaLth  and  safety  Laws. 

2.4.2.  Requirements  for  aeronauticaL  hazard  marking  shaLL  be  determined  by  the 
OWNER  in  consuLtation  with  the  Montana  AeronauticaL  Division,  the  FAA ,  and  DNRC. 
Where  required,  aeronauticaL  hazard  markings  shaLL  be  instaLLed  at  the  time  the 
wires  are  strung,  according  to  the  requirements  Listed  in  and  attached  to  these 
speci  f i cations . 

2.4.3.  Noise  LeveLs  shaLL  not  exceed  estabLished  standards  as  a  resuLt  of 
operation  of  the  transmission  Line. 

2.5    PROTECTION  OF  PROPERTY 

2.5.1.  ReasonabLe  precautions  shaLL  be  taken  to  protect,  in  pLace,  aLL  pubLic 
Land  monuments  and  private  property  corners  or  boundary  markers.  If  any  such  Land 
markers  or  monuments  are  destroyed,  the  STATE  INSPECTOR  shaLL  be  notified 
immediateLy  and  the  marker  shaLL  be  reestab L i shed  and  referenced  in  accordance  with 
the  procedures  outLined  in  the  "ManuaL  of  Instruction  for  the  Survey  of  the  PubLic 
Land  of  the  United  States"  or,  in  the  case  of  private  property,  the  specifications 
of  the  county  engineer.    Reestab Li shment  wiLL  be  at  the  expense  of  the  OWNER. 

2.5.2.  Construction  shaLL  be  conducted  so  as  to  prevent  any  damage  to  existing 
reaL  property  incLuding  transmission  Lines,  distribution  Lines,  teLephone  Lines, 
raiLroads,  ditches,  and  pubLic  roads  crossed.     If  such  property  is  damaged  by 
operations  under  this  agreement,  the  OWNER  shaLL  repair  such  damage  immediateLy  to  a 
satisfactory  condition  in  consuLtation  with  the  property  owner. 

2.5.3.  In  areas  with  Livestock,  care  shaLL  be  taken  to  ensure  that  aLL  gates 
are  recLosed  after  entry  or  exit  and  the  Landowner  shaLL  be  compensated  for  any 
Losses  to  personaL  property  due  to  construction  or  maintenance  activities.  Gates 
shaLL  be  inspected  and  repaired  when  necessary  during  construction  and  missing 
padLocks  shaLL  be  repLaced  when  requested  by   Landowner.    The  OWNER  shaLL  ensure  that 
gates  are  not  Left  open  at  night  or  during  periods  of  no  construction  activity.  Any 
fencing  or  gates  cut,  removed,  damaged,  or  destroyed  by  the  OWNER  shaLL  immediateLy 
be  repLaced  with  new  materiaLs.     Fences  instaLLed  shaLL  be  of  the  same  height  and 
generaL  type  as  the  fence  repLaced  or  nearby  fence  on  the  same  property,  and  shaLL 
be  stretched  tight  with  a  fence  stretcher  before  stapLing  or  securing  to  the  fence 
posts,  subject  to  the  desires  of  the  Landowner.    Temporary  gates  shaLL  be  of 
sufficientLy  high  quaLity  to  withstand  repeated  opening  and  cLosing  during 
construction,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Landowner. 

2.5.4.  The  CONTRACTOR  must  notify  the  OWNER,  the  STATE  INSPECTOR,  and,  if 
possibLe,  the  affected  Landowner  within  two  working  days  damage  to  Land,  crops, 
property,  or  irrigation  faciLities,  contamination  or  degradation  of  water,  or 
Livestock  injury  caused  by  the  OWNER'S  construction  activities,  and  the  OWNER  shaLL 
restore  any  damaged  resource  or  property  or  provide  compensation  to  the  affected 
party . 

2.5.5.  PoLe  hoLes  and  anchor  hoLes  must  be  covered  or  fenced  in  any  fieLds, 
pastures,  or  ranges  used  for  Livestock  grazing  or  where  the  Landowner  requests  it. 


-  B-7  - 


2.5.6.  ALL  fences  crossed  by  permanent  access  roads  shaLL  be  provided  with  a 
gate  of  a  width  satisfactory  to  the  Landowner.    ALL  fences  to  be  crossed  by  access 
roads  shaLL  be  braced  before  the  fence  is  cut.    Fences  not  to  be  gated  shouLd  be 
restrung  temporariLy  during  construction  and  permanentLy  within  30  days  foLLowing 
construction,  subject  to  the  desires  of  the  Landowner. 

2.5.7.  Gates  or  other  means  of  restricting  Livestock  movement  shaLL  be  pLaced 
where  new  access  roads  cross  fenceLines  as  requested  by  the  Landowner. 

2.5.8.  Any  breaching  of  naturaL  barriers  to  Livestock  movement  by  construction 
activities  wiLL  require  fencing  sufficient  to  controL  Livestock. 

2.6  TRAFFIC  CONTROL 

2.6.1.  At  Least  30  days  before  any  construction  within  or  over  any  state  or 
federaL  highway  right-of-way,  the  OWNER  wiLL  notify  the  STATE  INSPECTOR.    The  STATE 
INSPECTOR  wiLL  arrange  an  on-site  inspection  with  the  OWNER  and  a  representative  of 
the  DOH  fieLd  office  to  review  the  proposed  occupancy  and  to  resoLve  any  probLems. 
The  STATE  INSPECTOR  wiLL  prepare  recommendations  based  on  consuLtation  with  DOH. 
The  OWNER  must  compLy  with  any  measures  recommended  by  the  STATE  INSPECTOR  foLLowing 
this  inspection,  incLuding  measures  reLated  to  traffic  controL  requirements. 

2.6.2.  In  areas  where  the  construction  creates  a  hazard,  traffic  wiLL  be 
controLLed  according  to  the  recommendations  mentioned  in  Section  2.6.1.  Safety 
signs  advising  motorists  of  construction  equipment  shaLL  be  pLaced  on  major  state 
highways,  as  recommended  by  DOH.    The  instaLLation  of  proper  road  signing  wiLL  be 
the  responsibi Lity  of  the  OWNER. 

2.6.3.  The  managing  agency  shaLL  be  given  adequate  notice  when  it  is  necessary 
to  cLose  roads  to  pubLic  traveL  for  short  periods  to  provide  safety  during 
construction . 

2.6.4.  Construction  vehicLes  and  equipment  wiLL  be  operated  at  speeds  safe  for 
existing  road  and  traffic  conditions.     Speed  Limits  wiLL  be  posted  as  approved  by 
DOH  or  the  managing  agency. 

2.6.5.  Traffic  deLays  wiLL  be  restricted  on  primary  access  routes,  as 
determined  by  the  DOH  or  the  managing  agency. 

2.6.6.  Access  for  fire  and  emergency  vehicLes  wiLL  be  provided  for  at  aLL 
times . 

2.7  ACCESS  ROADS  AND  VEHICLE  MOVEMENT 

2.7.1.  Construction  of  new  roads  shaLL  be  heLd  to  the  minimum  reasonabLy 
required  to  construct  and  maintain  the  faciLity.    State,  county,  and  other  existing 
roads  shaLL  be  used  for  construction  access  wherever  possibLe.    Access  roads 
intended  to  be  permanent  shouLd  be  initiaLLy  designed  as  such.    The  Location  of 
access  roads  and  towers  shaLL  be  estabLished  in  consuLtation  with  affected 
Landowners  and  Landowner  concerns  shaLL  be  accommodated  wherever  reasonabLy 
possib  Le . 

2.7.2.  ALL  new  roads,  both  temporary  and  permanent,  shaLL  be  constructed  with 
the  minimum  possibLe  cLearing  and  soi L  disturbance  to  minimize  erosion,  as  specified 
in  Section  2.11  of  these  specifications. 
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2.7.3.  Where  practical.,  aLL  roads  shall  be  initially  designed  to  accommodate 
one-way  travel  of  the  largest  piece  of  equipment  that  will  eventuaLLy  be  required  to 
use  them;  road  width  shall  be  no  wider  than  necessary. 

2.7.4.  Roads  shaLL  be  located  in  the  right-of-way  insofar  as  possible  to  enabLe 
traffic  to  avoid  cables  and  conductors  during  conductor-stringing.    Road  crossings 
of  the  right-of-way  shouLd  be  near  support  structures. 

2.7.5.  Where  practical,  temporary  roads  shaLL  be  constructed  on  the  most  Level 
land  avaiLabLe.    Where  temporary  roads  cross  flat  Land  they  shall  not  be  graded  or 
bladed  unless  necessary,  but  will  be  f Lagged  or  otherwise  marked  to  show  their 
Location  and  to  prevent  traveL  off  the  roadway. 

2.7.6.  In  order  to  minimize  soi L  disturbance  and  erosion  potential,  no  cutting 
and  fiLLing  for  access  road  construction  shaLl  be  aLLowed  in  areas  of  4  percent 
sidesLope  or  less.     In  areas  of  over  4  percent  sidesLope,  roadbuiLding  that  may  be 
required  shaLL  conform  to  a  4  percent  outsLope.    The  roads  shall  be  constructed  to 
prevent  channeling  of  runoff,  and  shoulders  or  berms  that  would  channel  runoff  shaLL 
be  avoided. 

2.7.7.  The  OWNER  will  maintain  aLL  permanent  access  roads,  including  drainage 
facilities,  which  are  constructed  for  use  during  the  period  of  construction. 

2.7.8.  Any  use  damage  to  existing  private  roads,  including  rutting,  resulting 
from  construction  operation  shaLL  be  repaired  and  restored  to  condition  as  good  or 
better  than  original  as  soon  as  possible.     Repair  and  restoration  shouLd  be 
accomplished  during  and  folLowing  construction  as  necessary  to  reduce  erosion. 

2.7.9.  ALL  permanent  access  road  surfaces,  incLuding  those  under  construction, 
will  be  prepared  with  the  necessary  erosion  controL  practices  as  determined  by  the 
STATE  INSPECTOR  or  the  managing  agency  prior  to  the  onset  of  winter. 

2.7.10      Any  necessary  snow  removal  shalL  be  done  in  a  manner  to  preserve  and 
protect  roads  signs,  and  cuLverts,  to  ensure  safe  and  efficient  transportation,  and 
to  prevent  excessive  erosion  damage  to  roads,  streams,  and  adjacent  Land. 

2.7.11.  At  the  conclusion  of  Line  construction,  final  maintenance  will  be 
performed  on  aLL  existing  private  roads  used  for  construction  access  by  the 
CONTRACTOR.    These  roads  will  be  returned  to  a  condition  as  good  or  better  than  when 
construction  began. 

2.7.12.  At  Least  60  days  prior  to  construction  of  a  new  access  road  approach 
intersecting  a  state  or  federal  highway,  or  of  any  structure  encroaching  upon  a 
highway  right-of-way,  the  OWNER  shall  submit  to  the  STATE  INSPECTOR  a  plan  and 
prof i Le  map  showing  the  Location  of  the  proposed  construction.    The  STATE  INSPECTOR 
shall  arrange  for  inspection  of  the  site  by  the  Department  of  Highways.    The  OWNER 
shaLL  compLy  with  any  modifications  recommended  by  the  STATE  INSPECTOR  following 
this  inspection. 
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2.8.     EQUIPMENT  OPERATION 


2.8.1.  During  construction,  unauthorized  cross-country  travel,  and  the 
development  of  roads  other  than  those  approved  shaLL  be  prohibited.    The  OWNER  shall 
be  Liable  for  any  damage,  destruction,  or  disruption  of  private  property  and  land 
caused  by  his  construction  personnel  and  equipment  as  a  result  of  unauthorized 
cross-country  travel  and/or  road  development. 

2.8.2.  To  prevent  excessive  soil  damage  in  areas  wehre  a  graded  roadway  has  not 
been  constructed,  the  Limits  and  Locations  of  access  for  construction  equipment  and 
vehicles  shall  be  dearly  marked  or  specified  at  each  new  site  before  any  equipment 
is  moved  to  the  site.     Construction  foremen  and  personnel  should  be  weLL  versed  in 
recognizing  these  markers  and  shall  understand  the  restriction  on  equipment  movement 
that  is  involved. 

2.8.3.  Dust  controL  measures  shaLL  be  implemented  on  access  roads  where 
required  by  the  managing  agency  or  where  dust  would  pose  a  nuisance  to  residents. 
Construction  activities  and  travel  shall  be  conducted  to  minimize  dust.  Water, 
straw,  wood  chips,  dust  palliative,  graveL,  combinations  of  these,  or  similar 
controL  measures  may  be  used.    Oi L  or  simi Lar  petroleum-derivatives  shaLL  not  be 
used . 

2.8.4.  Work  crew  foremen  shall  be  qualified  and  experienced  in  the  type  of  work 
being  accomplished  by  the  crew  they  are  supervising.  Earthmoving  equipment  shall  be 
operated  onLy  by  qualified,  experienced  personnel. 

2.8.5.  Motorized  overland  vehicles  shall  be  used  to  string  socklines  only  where 
terrain  warrants,  or  where  it  can  be  done  from  existing  access  roads.    Areas  where 
motorized  vehicLes  can  be  used  shall  be  jointly  determined  by  the  OWNER,  the  STATE 
INSPECTOR,  and  the  Landowner. 

2.8.6.  Following  construction  in  areas  designated  by  the  local  weed  controL 
board  as  noxious  weed  area  ,  the  CONTRACTOR  shaLL  thoroughly  clean  all  vehicLes  and 
equipment  to  remove  weed  parts  and  seeds  immediately  prior  to  Leaving  the  area. 

2.9    RIGHT-OF-WAY  CLEARING  AND  SITE  PREPARATION 

2.9.1.  The  STATE  INSPECTOR  shaLL  be  notified  at  Least  ten  days  prior  to  any 
timber  cLearing.  The  STATE  INSPECTOR  shaLL  be  responsible  for  notifying  the  DSL 
Forestry  Division. 

2.9.2.  During  cLearing  of  survey  lines  or  the  right-of-way,  shrubs  shaLL  be 
preserved  to  the  greatest  extent  possible.     Shrub  removaL  shaLL  be  Limited  to 
crushing  where  possible  or  cutting  where  necessary.    Plants  may  be  cut  off  at  ground 
Level,   Leaving  roots  undisturbed  so  that  they  may  resprout. 

2.9.3.  SmaLL  trees  and  shrubs  that  do  not  interfere  with  the  powerline  and 
would  not  grow  to  create  a  problem  over  a  ten-year  period  should  be  aLlowed  to  grow 
on  the  right-of-way  and  beneath  the  conductors.    Young  growth  or  trees  Left  standing 
shaLL  be  protected. 

2.9.4.  Soi L  disturbance  and  earth  moving  wiLL  be  kept  to  a  minimum. 
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2.9.5.  Crane  Landings  shaLL  not  be  constructed  on  LeveL  ground  unLess  extreme 
conditions  (such  as  soft  or  marshy  ground)  make  such  construction  necessary. 
Construction  of  more  than  one  crane  Landing  per  tower  site  wiLL  require  prior 
approvaL  of  the  STATE  INSPECTOR. 

2.9.6.  To  avoid  unnecessary  ground  disturbance,  counterpoise  shouLd  be  pLaced 
or  buried  in  disturbed  areas  whenever  possibLe. 

2.10  GROUNDING 

Grounding  of  fences,  buiLdings,  and  other  structures  on  and  adjacent  to  the 
right-of-way  shaLL  be  done  according  to  the  specifications  of  the  NationaL  ELectric 
Safety  Code  and  any  other  specifications  Listed  and  attached  to  these 
specifications. 

2.11  EROSION  AND  SEDIMENT  CONTROL 

2.11.1.  CLearing  and  grubbing  for  roads  and  rights-of-way  and  excavations  for 
stream  crossings  shaLL  be  carefuLLy  controLLed  to  minimize  si Lt  or  other  water 
poLLution  downstream  from  the  rights-of-way.     Sediment  retention  basins  wiLL  be 
instaLLed  as  required  by  the  STATE  INSPECTOR  or  the  Landowner. 

2.11.2.  Roads  shaLL  cross  drainage  bottoms  at  sharp  or  nearLy  right  angLes  and 
LeveL  with  the  streambed  whenever  possibLe.     Use  of  temporary  bridges,  fords, 
cuLverts,  or  other  structures  to  avoid  stream  bank  damage  required  at  stream 
crossings  wiLL  be  Listed  and  attached. 

2.11.3.  Under  no  circumstances  shaLL  streambed  materiaLs  be  removed  for  use  as 
backfiLL,  embankments,  road  surfacing,  or  for  other  construction  purposes. 

2.11.4.  No  excavations  shaLL  be  aLLowed  on  any  river  or  perenniaL  stream 
channeLs  or  fLoodways  at  Locations  LikeLy  to  cause  detrimentaL  erosion  or  offer  a 
new  channeL  to  the  river  or  stream  at  times  of  fLooding. 

2.11.5.  InstaLLation  of  cuLverts,  bridges,  or  other  structures  in  perenniaL 
streams  wiLL  be  done  with  normaL  construction  procedures  foLLowing  on-site 
inspections  with  DNRC  and  DFWP  and  approvaL  by  the  STATE  INSPECTOR.    ALL  cuLverts 
shaLL  be  instaLLed  with  the  cuLvert  inLet  and  outLet  at  naturaL  stream  grade  or 
ground.    Water  veLocities  or  positioning  of  cuLverts  shaLL  not  be  such  that  fish 
passage  is  impaired. 

2.11.6.  At  Least  60  days  prior  to  the  construction  of  access  roads,  bridges, 
fiLL  sLopes,  cuLverts,  or  impoundments,  or  channeL  changes  within  the  high-water 
mark  of  any  perenniaL  stream  Lake,  or  pond,  the  OWNER  shaLL  submit  to  the  STATE 
INSPECTOR  the  foLLowing:     Location  of  the  activity  and  property  boundaries  on  pLan 
and  profiLe  maps  or  photo  mosaics;  dates  of  proposed  construction;  names  and 
addresses  of  surrounding  property  owners;  and  cuLvert  size  and  description  of 
proposed  construction  activity  incLuding  cuLvert  and  bridge  size  (where  appLicabLe) 
and  method  of  size  determination.    Within  30  days  of  the  submission  of  this 
materiaL,  the  STATE  INSPECTOR  wiLL  arrange  a  site  inspection,  if  necessary,  with  the 
OWNER  and  representatives  of  MDFWP  and  the  LocaL  Conservation  District.    The  OWNER 
wiLL  compLy  with  any  construction  stipuLations  or  procedures  recommended  by  the 
STATE  INSPECTOR  foLLowing  this  fieLd  inspection.     If  the  STATE  INSPECTOR  determines 
that  construction  activity  wiLL  resuLt  in  a  significant  increase  in  turbidity,  then 
the  STATE  INSPECTOR  shaLL  contact  the  OWNER  and  DHES  to  discuss  options  for 
compLiance  with  Montana  Water  QuaLity  Standards. 
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2.11.7.  No  blasting  shalL  be  allowed  in  streams.    Blasting  may  be  allowed  near 
streams  if  precautions  are  taken  to  protect  the  stream  from  debris  and  from  entry  of 
nitrates  or  other  contaminants  into  the  stream. 

2.11.8.  The  OWNER  shall  maintain  private  roads  whi Le  using  them.    ALL  ruts  made 
by  machinery  shall  be  filled  or  graded  to  prevent  channeling.     In  addition,  the 
OWNER  must  take  measures  to  prevent  the  occurrence  of  erosion  caused  by  wind  or 
water  during  and  after  use  of  these  roads.     Some  erosion-preventive  measures  include 
but  are  not  limited  to  installing  or  using  cross  Logs,  drain  ditches,  water  bars, 
and  wind  erosion  inhibitors  such  as  water,  straw,  gravel,  or  combinations  of  these. 

2.11.9.  The  OWNER  shalL  prevent  material  from  being  deposited  in  any 
watercourse  or  stream  channel.    Where  necessary,  measures  such  as  hauling  of  fill 
materiaL,  construction  of  temporary  barriers,  or  other  approved  methods  shaLL  be 
used  to  keep  excavated  materials  and  other  extraneous  materials  out  of 
watercourses.    Any  such  materials  entering  watercourses  shalL  be  removed 

immedi  ate Ly . 

2.11.10.  The  OWNER  shaLL  be  responsible  for  the  stabiLity  of  all  embankments 
created  during  construction.     Embankments  and  backfiLLs  shalL  contain  no  stream 
sediments,  frozen  material,   large  roots,  sod,  or  other  materials  which  may  reduce 
thei  r  stabi  Li  ty . 

2.11.11.  Culverts,  arch  bridges,  or  other  stream  crossing  structures  shall  be 
instaLLed  at  all  permanent  crossings  of  f Lowing  or  dry  watercourses  where  fill  is 
Likely  to  wash  out  during  the  Life  of  the  road.    Culvert  or  bridge  instaLLation  is 
prohibited  in  areas  of  important  fish  spawning  beds  identified  by  MDFWP  and  during 
specified  fish  spawning  seasons  on  less  sensitive  streams  or  rivers.    AIL  culverts 
shaLl  be  big  enough  to  handle  approximately  15-year  floods.    Culvert  size  shall  be 
determined  by  standard  procedures  which  take  into  account  the  variations  in 
vegetation  and  climatic  zones  in  Montana,  the  amount  of  fiLl,  and  the  drainage  area 
above  the  crossing,  and  shall  be  approved  as  specified  in  2.11.6.    ALL  culverts 
shalL  be  installed  at  the  time  of  road  construction. 

2.11.12.  No  fiLL  materiaL  other  than  that  necessary  for  road  construction  shaLL 
be  piled  within  the  high  water  zone  of  streams  where  fLoods  can  transport  it 
directly  into  the  stream.     Excess  floatable  debris  shall  be  removed  from  areas 
immediately  above  crossings  to  prevent  obstruction  of  culverts  or  bridges  during 
periods  of  high  water. 

2.11.13.  No  driving  of  vehicles  across  a  perennial  watercourse  shall  be 
aLLowed,  except  via  authorized  construction  roads. 

2.11.14.  No  perenniaL  watercourses  shall  be  permanently  bLocked  or  diverted. 

2.11.15.  Construction  methods  shalL  prevent  accidental  spiLLage  of  solid 
matter,  contaminants,  debris,  petroLeum  products,  and  other  obj ectionab Le  poLLutants 
and  wastes  into  watercourses,   Lakes,  and  underground  water  sources.  Catchment 
basins  capable  of  containing  the  maximum  accidental  spill  shall  be  installed  at 
areas  where  fueL,  chemicaLs  or  oi L  are  stored.    Any  accidental  spiLLs  of  such 
materials  shall  be  cleaned  up  immediately. 
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2.11.16.  Construction  equipment  service  areas  shall  be  as  approved  by  the 
landowner  but  shall  not  be  Located  within  a  100-year  floodplain  as  designated  by  the 
Engineering  Bureau,  Water  Resources  Division,  DNRC. 

2.11.17.  To  reduce  the  amount  of  sediment  entering  streams,  a  strip  of 
undisturbed  vegetation  will  be  provided  between  areas  of  disturbance  (road 
construction  or  tower  construction]  and  streamcourses,  and  around  first  order  or 
Larger  streams  that  have  a  weLL-defined  streamcourse  or  aquatic  or  riparian 
vegetation,  unless  otherwise  required  by  the  landowner.    Buffer  strip  width  is 
measured  from  the  high  water  line  of  a  channeL  and  wiLL  be  as  determined  by  the 
STATE  INSPECTOR  and  managing  agency,  using  Table  1  as  a  guideline.    For  braided 
streams  with  more  than  one  discernible  channeL  [ephemeral  or  permanent)  the  high 
water  Line  of  the  outermost  channel  is  used.    In  the  event  that  vegetation  cannot  be 
Left  undisturbed,  structural  sediment  containment,  approved  by  the  STATE  INSPECTOR, 
must  be  substituted  before  soi L  disturbing  activity  commences. 

Table  1 

Recommended  Buffer-Filter  Strip  Widths  From  High  Water  Line  of  Stream 

For  Stable  SoiLs                         For  Fishery  Stream  or  Sensitive 
Non-Fishery  Streams                    SoiLs*  With  Dissected  Slopes 
Land  Slope  [Feet]   (Feet)  


0  % 

25 

50 

10  % 

45 

90 

20  % 

65 

130 

30  % 

85 

170 

40  % 

105 

210 

50  % 

125 

250 

60  % 

145 

290 

70  % 

165 

330 

*Designated  in  Appendix  A. 


2.11.18.  When  no  longer  needed,  all  temporary  structures  or  FILL  instaLLed  to 
aid  stream  crossing  shalL  be  removed  and  the  course  of  the  stream  reestablished  to 
prevent  future  erosion. 

2.11.19.  ALL  temporary  dams  built  on  the  right-of-way  shaLL  be  removed  after 
Line  construction  unless  otherwise  approved  by  the  STATE  INSPECTOR.     Dams  alLowed  to 
remain  shaLL  be  upgraded  to  permanent  structures  and  shalL  be  provided  with 
spillways  or  culverts  and  with  a  continuous  sod  cover  on  their  tops  and  downstream 
slopes.    SpiLLways  may  be  protected  against  erosion  with  riprap  or  equivalent  means. 

2.11.20.  Damage  resulting  from  erosion  or  other  causes  shaLL  be  repaired  after 
completion  of  grading  and  before  revegetation  is  begun. 

2.11.21.  Point  discharge  of  water  will  be  dispersed  in  a  manner  to  avoid 
erosion  or  sedimentation  of  streams. 

2.11.22.  Riprap  or  other  erosion  controL  activities  will  be  planned  based  on 
possibLe  downstream  consequences  of  activity,  and  placed  during  the  low  flow  season 
if  possibLe. 
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2.11.23.    Water  used  in  embankment  material,  processing,  aggregate  processing, 
concrete  curing,  foundation  and  concrete  Lift  cleanup,  and  other  waste  water 
processes  shaLL  not  be  discharged  into  surface  waters  without  a  vaLid  discharge 
permit  from  DHES. 

2.12  ARCHAEOLOGY  AND  HISTORY 

2.12.1.  AIL  construction  activities  shaLL  be  conducted  so  as  to  prevent  damage 
to  areas  known  to  be  or  LikeLy  to  be  of  archaeo Logi ca L ,  historical,  or 

pa Leonto Logi ca L  significance,  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  1.4.1. 

2.12.2.  Any  reLics,  artifacts,  fossi Ls  or  other  items  of  historical, 

pa Leonto Logi ca L ,  or  archaeo Logi ca L  value  shaLL  be  preserved  in  a  manner  agreeable  to 
both  the  Landowner  and  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer.     If  any  such  items 
are  discovered  during  construction,  SHPO  shaLL  be  notified  and  aLL  work  which  could 
disturb  the  materiaLs  or  surrounding  area  must  cease  unti L  the  site  can  be  properly 
evaLuated  by  a  qualified  archaeo Logi st  and  recommendations  made  based  on  the 
Historic  Preservation  PLan  outlined  in  Section  1.4.1   [but  in  no  case  more  than  10 
days).    Recommendations  of  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  must  be  followed 
by  the  OWNER. 

2.12.3.  The  OWNER  shall  conform  to  treatments  recommended  for  cultural 
resources  by  either  the  Montana  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  [SHPO)  or  the 
Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  [ACHP)  and  which  are  to  be  attached. 

2.13  PREVENTION  AND  CONTROL  OF  FIRES 

2.13.1.  Burning,  fire  prevention,  and  fire  controL  shaLL  comply  with  the 
burning  plan  and  fire  plan.    These  pLans  shaLL  meet  the  requirements  of  the  managing 
agency  and/or  the  fire  controL  agencies  having  jurisdiction.    The  STATE  INSPECTOR 
shaLL  be  invited  to  attend  aLL  meetings  with  these  agencies  to  discuss  or  prepare 
these  plans.    The  STATE  INSPECTOR,  in  turn,  shall  notify  DSL  of  aLL  such  meetings. 

2.13.2.  The  OWNER  shall  direct  the  CONTRACTOR  to  comply  with  regulations  of  any 
county,  town,  state  or  governing  municipality  having  jurisdiction  regarding  fire 
laws  and  regulations. 

2.13.3.  Blasting  caps  and  powder  shall  be  stored  only  in  approved  areas  and 
containers  and  aLways  separate  from  each  other. 

2.13.4.  The  OWNER  shall  direct  the  CONTRACTOR  to  properly  store  and  handle 
combustibLe  material  which  couLd  create  obj ecti onab Le  smoke,  odors,  or  fumes.  The 
OWNER  shaLL  direct  the  CONTRACTOR  not  to  burn  refuse  such  as  trash,  rags,  tires, 
plastics,  or  other  debris,  except  as  permitted  by  the  county,  town,  state,  or 
governing  municipality  having  jurisdiction. 

2.14  WASTE  DISPOSAL 

2.14.1.    The  OWNER  shaLL  direct  the  CONTRACTOR  to  use  Licensed  solid  waste 
disposal  sites.     Inert  materiaLs  (Group  III  wastes)  may  be  disposed  of  at  CLass  III 
LandfiLL  sites;  mixed  refuse  (Group  II  wastes)  must  be  disposed  of  at  CLass  II 
Landf  i  L I  si  tes . 
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2.14.2.  Emptied  pesticide  containers  or  other  chemical  containers  must  be 
tripLe  rinsed  to  render  them  acceptable  for  disposal  in  Class  II  LandfilLs  or  for 
scrap  recycling  pursuant  to  ARM  16.44.202112]   for  treatment  or  disposaL.  Pesticide 
residue  and  pesticide  containers  shall  be  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  ARM 
16.20.633(9]. 

2.14.3.  All  waste  materials  constituting  a  hazardous  waste  defined  in  ARM 
16.44.303,  and  wastes  containing  any  concentration  of  po ly ch Lo ri nated  biphenyls  must 
be  transported  to  an  approved  designated  hazardous  waste  management  facility  [as 
defined  in  ARM  16.44.202(12]   for  treatment  or  disposal. 

2.14.4.  ALL  used  oil  shaLL  be  hauled  away  and  recycled  or  disposed  of  in  a 
licensed  Class  II  Landfill  authorized  to  accept  Liquid  wastes  or  in  accordance  with 
2.14.2  and  2.14.3  above.    There  shall  be  no  intentional  release  of  crankcase  oil  or 
other  toxic  substances  into  streams  or  soil.    In  the  event  of  an  accidental  spill 
into  a  waterway,  the  substances  wiLL  be  cleaned  up  and  the  Water  QuaLity  Bureau, 
DHES,  will  be  contacted  immediately. 

2.14.5.  Sewage  shalL  not  be  discharged  into  streams  or  streambeds.    The  OWNER 
shall  direct  the  CONTRACTOR  to  provide  refuse  containers  and  sanitary  chemical 
toiLets,  convenient  to  all  principal  points  of  operation.    These  facilities  shaLL 
compLy  with  applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  heaLth  Laws  and  regulations. 

2.14.6.  Refuse  burning  shall  require  the  prior  approval  of  the  Landowner  and  a 
Montana  Open  Burning  Permit  must  be  obtained  from  MDHES.    Any  burning  of  wastes 
shall  compLy  with  section  2.13  of  these  specifications. 

3.0    POST-CONSTRUCTION  CLEANUP  AND  RECLAMATION 

3.1  CLEANUP 

3.1.1.  ALL  Litter  resulting  from  construction  is  to  be  removed,  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Landowner,  from  the  right-of-way  and  along  access  roads  leading 
to  the  right-of-way.     Such  Litter  shall  be  legally  disposed  of  as  soon  as  possible, 
but  in  no  case  Latter  than  within  60  days  of  completion  of  wire  clipping.  If 
requested  by  the  Landowner,  the  OWNER  shaLL  provide  for  removaL  of  any  additional 
construction-related  debris  discovered  after  this  initial  cleanup. 

3.1.2.  Insofar  as  practical,  all  signs  of  temporary  construction  facilities 
such  as  haul  roads,  work  areas,  buildings,  foundations  or  temporary  structures, 
stockpiles  or  excess  or  waste  materials,  or  any  other  vestiges  of  construction  shall 
be  removed  and  the  areas  restored  to  as  naturaL  a  condition  as  is  practical,  in 
consultation  with  the  landowner. 

3.2  RESTORATION.  RECLAMATION .  AND  REVEGETATION 

3.2.1.    Restoration,  reclamation,  and  revegetation  of  the  right-of-way,  access 
roads,  crane  pads,  splicing  or  stringing  sites,  borrow  sites,  graveL,  fill,  stone, 
or  aggregate  excavation,  or  any  other  disturbance  shall  be' in  accordance  with  the 
Reclamation  and  Revegetation  PLan.    The  STATE  INSPECTOR,  the  managing  agency,  and 
the  contracting  officer  shaLL  be  invited  to  attend  all  meetings  to  discuss  or 
prepare  this  plan.    Failure  of  the  OWNER  to  comply  with  this  plan  shalL  be  cause  for 
forfeiture  of  the  RESTORATION  or  RECLAMATION  BONDS. 
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3.2.2.  Scarring  or  damage  to  any   Landscape  feature  Listed  in  these 
specifications  shaLL  be  restored  as  nearLy  as  practicaL  to  its  originaL  condition. 
Bare  areas  created  by  construction  activities  wiLL  be  reseeded  in  compLiance  with 
Appendices  K  and  L  to  prevent  soi L  erosion. 

3.2.3.  After  construction  is  compLete,  and  in  cooperation  with  the  Landowner, 
temporary  roads  shaLL  be  cLosed. 

3.2.4.  In  agricuLturaL  areas  where  soi L  has  been  compacted  by  movement  of 
construction  equipment,  the  OWNER  shaLL  direct  the  CONTRACTOR  to  rip  the  soi L  deep 
enough  to  restore  productivity,  or  if  compLete  restoration  is  not  possibLe,  the 
OWNER  shaLL  compensate  the  Landowner  for  Lost  productivity. 

3.2.5.  Earth  next  to  access  roads  that  cross  streams  shaLL  be  repLaced  at 
sLopes  Less  than  the  normaL  angLe  of  repose  for  the  soi L  type  invoLved. 

3.2.6.  ALL  drainage  channeLs  shaLL  be  restored  to  a  gradient  and  width  which 
wi  L L  prevent  acceLerated  guLLy  erosion. 

3.2.7.  Drive-through  dips,  open-top  box  cuLverts,  waterbars,  or  cross  drains 
shaLL  be  added  to  roads  at  the  proper  spacing  and  angLe  as  necessary  to  prevent 
erosi  on . 

3.2.8.  Sidecasting  of  waste  materiaLs  may  be  aLLowed  on  sLopes  over  40  percent 
after  approvaL  by  the  Landowner;  however,  this  wi L L  not  be  aLLowed  within  the  buffer 
strip  estabLished  for  stream  courses,  in  areas  of  high  or  extreme  soi L  instabiLity, 
or  in  other  SENSITIVE  AREAS.     SurpLus  materiaLs  shaLL  be  hauLed  to 
Landowner-approved  sites  in  such  areas. 

3.2.9.  Interrupted  drainage  systems  shaLL  be  restored. 

3.2.10.  Seeding  prescriptions  to  be  used  in  revegetation ,  requirements  for 
hydroseedi ng ,  fertiLizing,  and  muLching,  as  jointLy  determined  by  representatives  of 
the  OWNER,  DNRC,  DSL,  and  other  invoLved  state  and  federaL  agencies,  are  specified 
in  Appendix  L. 

3.2.11.  During  restoration  in  areas  where  topsoiL  has  been  stockpiled,  the  site 
wiLL  be  graded  to  near  naturaL  contours  and  the  topsoiL  wiLL  be  repLaced  on  the 
surface . 

3.2.12.  Excavated  materiaL  not  suitabLe  or  required  for  backfiLL  shaLL  be 
evenLy  fiLLed  back  onto  the  cLeared  area  prior  to  spreading  any  stockpi Led  soiL. 
Large  rocks  and  bouLders  uncovered  during  excavation  and  not  buried  in  the  backfiLL 
wiLL  be  disposed  of  as  approved  by  the  STATE  INSPECTOR  and/or  the  Landowner. 

3.2.13.  Application  rates  and  timing  of  seeds  and  fertiLizer,  and  purity  and 
germination  rates  of  seed  mixtures,  shaLL  be  determined  jointLy.     Reseeding  shaLL  be 
done  at  the  first  appropriate  opportunity  after  construction  ends  for  each  segment 
of  the  Line,  or  as  determined  by  the  Landowner. 

3.2.14.  Where  appropriate,  hydroseedi ng ,  drilling,  or  other  appropriate  methods 
shall  be  used  to  aid  revegetation.     Mulching  with  straw,  wood  chips,  or  other  means 
shall  be  used  where  necessary. 
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3.2.15.    ALL  temporary  roads  shaLL  be  obLiterated  and  recLaimed  (with  the 
concurrence  of  the  Landowner).      ALL  temporary  roadways  shaLL  be  graded  and 
scarified  as  specified  to  permit  the  growth  of  vegetation  and  to  discourage 
traffic.    Permanent  unsurfaced  roadbeds  not  open  to  pubLic  use  wi L L  be  revegetated 
as  soon  after  use  as  possibLe  unLess  specified  otherwise  by  the  Landowner. 

3.3  MONITORING 

3.3.1.  Upon  notice  by  the  OWNER ,  the  STATE  INSPECTOR  wiLL  immediateLy  scheduLe 
initiaL  post-construction  fieLd  inspections  foLLowing  cLean  up  and  road  cLosure. 
FoLLow-up  visits  wiLL  be  scheduLed  as  required  to  monitor  the  effectiveness  of 
erosion  controLs,  reseeding  measures,  and  the  right-of-way  management  pLan. 

The  STATE  INSPECTOR  wiLL  contact  the  Landowner  for  post-construction  access  and 
to  determine  Landowner  satisfaction  with  the  OWNER'S  restoration  measures. 
Revegetation  objectives  shaLL  be  consistent  with  Section  2.1.23  of  these  GuideLines. 

The  STATE  INSPECTOR  shaLL  document  observations  for  incLusion  in  reports  to  the 
BOARD  regarding  bond  reLease  or  the  success  of  mitigation  measures  required  by  the 
BOARD . 

3.3.2.  Success  of  revegetation  shaLL  be  based  on  criteria  specified  in  the 
recLamation  and  revegetation  pLan. 

3.3.3.  FaiLure  of  the  OWNER  to  adequateLy  recLaim  aLL  disturbed  areas  in 
accordance  with  section  3.2.  of  these  specifications  shaLL  be  cause  for  forfeiture 
of  the  RECLAMATION  BOND. 


4.0    OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE 

4.1  RIGHT-OF-WAY  MANAGEMENT  AND  ROAD  MAINTENANCE 

4.1.1.  Maintenance  of  the  right-of-way  and  permanent  access  roads  shaLL  be  as 
specified  in  the  right-of-way  management  pLan.    This  pLan  shaLL  provide  for  the 
protection  of  SENSITIVE  AREAS  identified  prior  to  and  during  construction. 

4.1.2.  Vegetation  that  has  been  saved  through  the  construction  process  and 
which  does  not  pose  a  hazard  or  potentiaL  hazard  to  the  powerLine,  particuLarLy  that 
of  vaLue  to  fish  and  wiLdLife  shaLL  be  aLLowed  to  grow  on  the  right-of-way. 

4.1.3.  In  areas  other  than  cropLand,  vegetative  cover  shaLL  be  maintained  in 
the  areas  immediateLy  adjacent  to  transmission  towers  in  cooperation  with  the 
Landowner . 

4.1.4.  Grass  cover,  water  bars,  cross  drains,  and  the  proper  sLope  shaLL  be 
maintained  on  permanent  access  roads  and  service  roads  in  order  to  prevent  soi L 
erosion. 

4.2  MAINTENANCE  INSPECTIONS 

4.2.1.    Inspection  and  ground  maintenance  activities  of  the  powerLine  shaLL 
incLude  observations  of  soiL  erosion  probLems,  and  conditions  of  the  vegetation  on 
the  right-of-way  or  access  roads  that  require  attention.    Appropriate  corrective 
action  wiLL  be  taken  where  necessary. 
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4.2.2.    Operation  and  maintenance  inspections  using  ground  vehicles  shall  be 
timed  so  that  routine  maintenance  will  be  done  when  access  roads  are  firm,  dry  or 
frozen,  wherever  possible. 

4.3  CORRECTION  OF  LANDOWNER  PROBLEMS 

4.3.1.    When  radio  or  TV  interference  is  documented  to  occur  as  a  result  of  the 
construction  or  operation  of  the  transmission  Line,  the  OWNER  wiLL  resolve  the 
problems  in  a  manner  satisfactory  to  the  Landowners. 

4.4  HERBICIDES  AND  WEED  CONTROL 

4.4.1.  Weed  control,  including  any  application  of  herbicides  in  the 
right-of-way,  wiLL  be  in  accordance  with  recommendations  of  the  Montana  Department 
of  Agriculture,  and  in  accordance  with  the  right-of-way  maintenance  plan. 

4.4.2.  Herbicides  will  not  be  used  in  certain  areas  identified  by  DNRC,  MDFWP, 
and  DHES  or  as  requested  by  the  landowner. 

4.4.3.  Proper  herbicide  application  methods  wiLL  be  used  to  keep  drift  and 
nontarget  damage  to  a  minimum. 

4.4.4.  Herbicides  must  be  applied  according  to  label  specifications  and  in 
accordance  with  4.4.1.  above.     Only  herbicides  registered  in  compliance  with 
applicable  federal  and  state  laws  may  be  applied. 

4.4.5.  Herbicides  shaLl  not  be  sprayed  during  heavy  rains  or  threat  of  heavy 
rains.    Vegetative  buffer  zones  shall  be  left  along  all  identifiable  stream 
channels . 

4.4.6.  In  areas  disturbed  by  transmission  facilities,  the  OWNER  wi L I  cooperate 
with  Landowners  in  control  of  noxious  weeds  as  designated  by  the  weed  control  board 
having  jurisdiction  in  the  county  crossed  by  the  Line. 

4.4.7.  The  OWNER  shall  notify  the  STATE  INSPECTOR  in  writing  30  days  prior  to 
any  broadcast  or  aerial  spraying  of  herbicides.    The  notice  shalL  provide  detai Ls  as 
to  the  time,  place,  and  justification  for  such  spraying.    DNRC,  DFWP,  DHES,  and  the 
Montana  Department  of  Agriculture    shall  have  the  opportunity  to  inspect  the  portion 
of  the  ROW  or  access  roads  scheduled  for  such  treatment  before,  during,  and  after 
sprayi  ng . 

4.4.8.  ALL  applications  of  herbicides  must  be  performed  by  a  Licensed 
applicator. 

4.4.9    During  the  second  and  third  growing  seasons  foLLowing  the  completion  of 
restoration  and  reseeding,  the  OWNER  and  STATE  INSPECTOR  shall  inspect  the 
right-of-way  and  access  roads  for  newly-estab Li  shed  stands  of  noxious  weeds.  The 
county  weed  controL  supervisor  shaLL  be  invited  to  attend  this  inspection.     In  the 
event  that  stands  of  weeds  are  encountered,  appropriate  controL  measures  shall  be 
taken  by  the  OWNER. 
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4.5.  MONITORING 


4.5.1.  DNRC  may  continue  to  monitor  operation  and  maintenance  activities  for 
the  Life  of  the  project  in  order  to  ensure  compliance  with  the  specifications  in 
this  section. 

4.5.2.  The  OWNER  will  be  responsible  to  DNRC  for  the  term  of  the  RECLAMATION 
BOND  (section  0.7).  After  this  time  the  OWNER  will  report  to  individual  agencies 
except  as  specified  in  conditions  to  the  certificate. 

**:  Attachments  to  these  specifications  are  being  developed  by  DNRC  and  MPC.  A 
final  version  of  these  specifications  and  attachments  will  be  submitted  with  the 
final  centerline  report  to  the  Board. 
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